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FOREWORD 


AJI of us who are interested in Indian Philosophy and in Vedanta 
in particular are greatly indebted to DR.B^.K^HARMA. He 
has in this volume added to his magisterial History of Dvsita 
School (2nd Edition, 1981} and other writings with an exposition 
and unfolding of Vyasalirtha’s Nyayamrta. Although the 
N'eo-Vcdantin philosophy espoused by Swami Vivekananda was 
an important riposte to the critiques of Indian religion and 
philosophy launched by many missionaries and colonial 
administrators, and so became a potent weapon in the defence 
of Indian nationalism, its great influence has indeed tended 
to obscure the real total shape of Vedanta, taken in its various 
forms. Dr. Sharma's restoration of Madhva's rightful place in 
the whole scheme of Hindu thought has been most welcome. 
This latest undertaking of his shows how later important figures 
in the Dvaitin tradition still produced important criticisms of 
the Non-Dualist epistemology and metaphysics. They pointed 
to certain instabilities in the Advaitin philosophy. Dr. Sharma 
incisively points to the contradiction in supposing that Goc‘ 
is after aJl a deceptive magician. Both Western and traditional 
Indian scholars are in his debt for making the Nyayamrta 
available to a modem public. I congratulate him on this volume's 
appearance. 

Ninian Smart, 

J.F. Rowny Professor of Comparative Religions, 

University of California. 

Santa Barbara, 

U.S.A. 
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PREFACE 

Tbe Dvaita system of VedanU, of which ^ri Kfadhvtcirys 
(123B‘] 3L7) was the historical Founder, has come to stay as the 
most formidable rival of the Advaita philosophy of ^anharicfirya. 
Tho' Rimanvja and his predecessor YSmuaa had also vigorously 
opposed the claims of Sankara-Ved&nta to be the sole repn~ 
sentathe of the philosophy of theUpani^ads Daria* 

oam), “Visi^jadvaita*’ by its very label and cerfaiD in-built 
Monistic leanings and mental reservations, such as its (ostensible) 
acceptance of Brahman's Abbinna-nimittopadana-lcarat^atva in 
respect of the world, the uniformity of svarupa of a plurality of 
Selves and their utmost equality (paramasamyam) with Brahmas, 
in spite of the spirit and letter of the SQtra Jagadvyaparavarjam 
(B. S. iv, 17) »n the released Kate, could not live up to the 
rigid requirements of an Unadulterated Theism, pledged to tho 
supreme majesty and transcendence cf Brahman (notwithstanding 
its immanence) in ali respects (t) Rsmsnuja’s Critique of the 
presuppositions of Sankara Vedanta in the introduction to his 
^rlbhSsya and its exposition by Sudarnsana SSri and the fuither 
criticisms of the doctrines of Mayavida by Vedanta Deeika in 
bis Satadusanul did not evoke any noteworthy reaction from the 
Advaita side, till very recently at the hands of Mm, Ananta- 
kriihna Sastri, in his ^ribh&gya-Khandanam. 

Not so in the case of Madbva. His frontal attacks on almost 
all the vulnerable positions of Monistic philosophy from an 
altogether fresh standpoint of his New Realism in Vedanta, 
differed from those of earlier Realisms known to tlie Advaitins. 
It <xas equipped with a new set of concepts and categories like 
the ONE ’Svatantra-tattva*. Visefas, Sak^i, SvarOpabheda, disti¬ 
nction of attributes into permanent {YSvad-dravyabhavi) and 
iinpermanentCfl>'aia(ifr<2vj’aM5K7the former being Savisej ibhinna 
with the substance, acceptance of idenlily-in difference between 
substance and iis permarent attributes thro’ (he agency of 
SvarQpa-Visejas, which permit of distinction of reference between 
Gupa and Guor without involoving any distinction of essence 
between then. 

1. See Visvatab. paramam nit yam {PuruiasUktd) Tatstham 
iadvyatiriktam ca niyantaram namamahe (Skanda) 
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This New Realism propouoded by Madhva seems to have 
eome upon the AdvaitJns of his days as a complete supriie. 
They had to deal with the double task of plugging the vulne¬ 
rable holes in their own doctrines exposed to bis criticisms and 
upon which he could turn the tables against them (2) and to 
go into the merits and demerits of the alternative solutions of 
metaphysical problems offered by him on the basis of the New 

Logic of the Brohma-Tarka relied upon by him in regard to the 
concept of Stk$i as the never-erring principle of validation of 
all knsowledge, the criterion of Upajivya-pramaya-pribalya in 
resolving the apparent conflict between Pratyak^a and socalled 
Monistic texts. Tn addition, Madhva’s works had brought to light 
from both the extant sacred literature of the Prasthsnatraya and 
from a large body of fading and forgotten source-books he had 
salvaged from oblivion and wanton destruction of ancient 
Manuscript Libraries in (he country during the disturbed 
political conditions in the wake of the invasions of a crusading 
faith. These tasks were time-consmuing. Meantime, the 
Aksobuya Vidy&raoya disputation on the Tat tvain asi* text 
and its result as confirmed by the referee Vedanta Desika. (J ) 

2. cf. nr? 

(M. VTN.) and Jayatirtha’s elucidation—sr^w- 

Rtftanw Ttnr«fyfwTfr 555^ (J. VTNt.) 

3. ” srrfffT 'TT'sflsrjntFssfr i 

fsraTR'JT 11 ” 

(Quoted in Mmviyirappadi Guruparam pari Vaibhavapre 
Kisiki of Brahme tantra Svatantra Jeer (See my HDSV. 
p. 2Bi (I9Si) 
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had come at a aet>back lo Advatta. 

'Pjjc^aprajnadaiaana' as Madtiva's phiiosopby cow came te 
be called, for the &5t time in MSdhava'i Sanadariam-Sangraha 
had thas come cut Itiumpbant on its owd credentials. The 
systematic fonnulation of it* doctrisal details and their elabora¬ 
tion thro' patiently worked out Frairiyis (organic details) the 
definitions of concepts and the standardization of thought and 
the final presentation of the edifice of Madhva-Siddhinta in ail 
its architectonic unity and grandeur were accomplished by the 
genius of Jayatirtha (1365 88). His Nyayasudhd on M’s F and 
commentaries on the Khapdana-traya had done splendid work in 
this direction, not to mention his excelient tikis on the raZ/w- 
dyota and the VTN. Thanks to him the system of Madhva bad 
attained an indisputable place of honor, authority and equality 
of status with those of Ankara and Rimlnuja as one of the three 
principal schools of Vedsnta, both in respect of its adhika> 
rapaprasthana and the Vada-Prastbasa. However, the circum- 
staoce that most of his monumental works like the NyayasudhS, 
the Tattvaprakaaika and others on which be had spent his time 
and energy in giving exhaustive analysis and critical exposition 
of almost all the vital problems of logic and metaphysics not 
only of his own school but of most of the other leading scboola 
of thought known and studied in bis days, were mostly in the 
form of commentaries on the original works of Madhva was 
probably the reason why they were missed by or had escaped 
the attention of his comtemporaries of other schools. That seems 
to be the reason why we do not come across any references or 
criticism of his writings in the works of Advaita writers who 
came after him till we come to Nrsimh&arama. His Vid&mU 
however has laid the foundation for more elaborate dialectical 
works irr the succeeding centuries. 

The next generation after Jayatirtha saw the advent of 
Rijendra Tirtba and his successor Jayadhvaja. Tradition has it 
that they spearheaded the spread of ^uddha-Vaijfpava Bbakli 
Siddhinta of Madhva in Bengal, which flowered into the Caita* 
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nya-Sampradiya. The Guruparimpara of the Sampra- 

daya. aa given by Baladcva and Ravi]cai‘paprQra tracea the 
spiritual descent of Caitaaya to Madhva thro’ Jayatirtfaa and 
Vylsatiriha (See Appendix) 

Rajesdra’s pupil Vi^pudisacirya was the author of three 
taonumeotal dialectical works Vsdaratnavali, Vivara:^avi4am~ 
banam and Kha^damt-JOut^dana, The first one alone has snrv- 
ved and has been printed. The others are not extant. They are 
however mentioned by name and quoted in the Vidaratnavali 
itself, The first and the last named have been quoted in 
Vyisatirtba's Nym. also. 

m 

The third quarter of the ISth century saw the birth of 
Vytsatrrtha (1460-1539), the Prince of Dialecticians of the 
Dvaita school. He was the sixth in successiuon from Jayatirtha. 
in his senior Pontifical line from Rajendra. He modelled his 
Nydydmrta on the VidAvali and Vadratnivali of his predecessors, 
enlarging their scope and dimensions coosiderabiy and producing 
a masterly treatise on Dvaita-Advaita philosophical polemics 
on a novel plan and pattern as the last word on the subject. He 
did similar work in regard to the philosophy of the Brahmasutta 
on the basis of an indepth study and assessemcnt of their diSer- 
ent lines of thought represented by the three principal schools. 
He has also bequeathed to Indian Logic a masterly analysis and 
criticism of the logical and epistemological theories of the 
Founder of Navya, Nyiya in hia rarn'oc/ntamopr and its learned 
commentaries by Paksadhara. Vardhamina and Rucidatta, in 
hii Tarkatapi^ava. 

Vytsatirtha's Nym represents the hight^ achievement of 
Dvaita dialectics in the exhaustive and incisive analysis and 
assessment of the viabilit^r pf; the Motu^iC',of 
Sankara school, over the Jast^eig^.: hundred years. It is 
uaparalleled both hltdepth^ofilhi^ of survey. It 

hts taken in its stride 1 metjipliysici and 
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subjected it to a dignified and objective analysis and criticisiii 
'witbont beat or passion, in strict parliamentary language, dealiog 
with almost all shades of its thought, in one single work, covC' 
ring the other side of the picture as well, of the rival school of 
realistic metaphysics. 

In one word, VySsatirtha’s achievement was an event in the 
history of Vedanta ^Sstra as a whole. It shattered the prestige of 
the Advaita school as never before. His dexterous handling of 
Vedic exegesis of MimamsS and the utilisation of the rulings of 
the Vyskara^a ^Bstra of Pacini and his commentators in deter¬ 
mining the import of disputed ^niiti texts and his expertise in 
both the Pricfoa and Navya Nysya schools, not to speak of his 
apt citations from several standard works of other systems- 
known and studied in bis days, (4) for purposes of criticism of 
Advaita doctrines and in support of those of his own school. 
This added several new dimensions to the final presenation of 
Madhva’s Realistic Theism and placed it firmly on an all-India 
pedestal from which it could not be dislodged and gave it a 
philosophical status and staying power which had to be reckoned 
with by all serious thinkers. 

If the Vedanta system is the culmination of Indian 
thought, Dvaita philosophy haa every right to be recognised 
as the historical and ideological culmination of Vedantic thought. 
The thinkers of this school have doubtless benefited by the 
speculations of earlier schools, both cognate and rival. The 
Vedanta itself for example has dropped the concept of Sama. 
vsya and the Mfidhva conception of Slk$i as the Apperceiving 
Self immune from error of judgments is a decided improvement 
on the conception of S4ksi in Advita as the reflection of pure 
immaculate Caitanya in Avidyiv^tti. This deprives Epistemo¬ 
logy of any final principle of validation of knowledge within 
the framework of Svatahprimlgyavsda in Vedanta. As Prof. 
S. Bagchi has pointed out ‘‘students of Indian thought can 

4. For list of Works cited by VySiatirtha in hia Nym. See 
my HDSVp. 301. 
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alwtys expect to learn soat&dij^itfriMb; and new from tho 
VFitingt of the thiiikera of the Madhva: ichoph" It is a real 
pity that the post-Vyisaiirtha writers ■ of. the^ 


school of Logic have not cared to look beyond their noses and 
take note cf the searching criticisns of TattvaemtSma^i 
and its great commentanes byPak^adhara and others in Vyisatif'' 
tha's TarkatSdi^o'fa. 


A classic of such magnificent tange and depth as the 
NylyUmrta could hardly remain neglected or ignored in a living 
system of thought like the Vedanta, for long, by the aggrieved 
party. It had administered a rude shock to the self*complacence 
^cto which the Advaita' thinkers had lapsed after their spectacu¬ 
lar victories over the earlier realistic systems like the Sfinkbya* 
Ny&ya and Mtmimia. To their dismay, they found a new 
“Mahdmalla’'in Madhva Siddhinta and its triumphant entry 
into the philosophical arena, equipped with an altogether new 
loetaphysical ideology in Realistic thought and a new technique 
of Vedantic eitgecsis based on the criterion of Upajivyaprami- 
aaprtbalya in tackling the conflict of experience with MoniiMic 
texts, without depriving or down - grading either of them ea 
“auttvsvedaka** 

But It was not till half a century after the exit of VySsa* 
tirtha from the philosophical scene that a determined eSert was 
made io Advaita circles to take stock of the situation and set the 
house in order by closing the bieacbes made and put up a stout 
resistance and a spectacular defence. It was the talented Logician 
from Bengal Madbusudaoa Sarasvati who took tiie challenge 
and came out with bis Advaita-Siddhi in refutation of the Ny&ya- 
mria. It was however promptly answered by two stalwarts from 
the Dvaita tide RSmicitya-Vylsa and Xnandabhattiraka in 
their Nym-Taraitginiani Nym-Kan}atkod^aratti^tt:\[yt\y. Both 
these scholars come from Fuottmbi in the Ahmadnaga district 
of Maharashtra, where Madhva Siddhinta had taken deep roots 
since the days of Madhva and Fadmanibha Tirtha. The 
jTarangini was refuted by Btahminanda Sarasvati of Bengal is his 
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Brahminandiya. It WM m itc ton refuted by Vaoafflala Mi^ra a 
North ladiaa follower of Madbva Sampradsya from Briadavan 
(U. P.) He wa$ aleo the author of leveral other worke on Mtdhva 
thought (For detaili See my HOSV). 

IV 

There the great cootroversy came to a halt and a itandilill, 
in the traditional style of Sastrsrtha-VicSlra in Sanskrit, so 
admirably suited to incialve thought-dissection. 

The rapid decline of Sanskrit after the advent of foreign rule 
in India and the establishment of modern Indian Universities with 
Goglish as the medium of higher education, paved the way for 
the emergence of ^'Indologists’* and their entry into the field. 
Their isfluecce on the pursuit of advanced studies and Reicaich 
in Sanskrit was exerted mainly through the medium of the 
English language. The new generation of "Sauikrit Scholars’’* 
students and Researchers who came out of the portals of the new 
Uoiversiliei in the nationalist period In Indian history had come 
under the powerful influence of the speeches and writinge of 
Swami Vivekananda, who had thrown the full weight of hie 
magnetic personality, eloquence and spiritual halo, heavily on 
the Advaitavftda of ^ankarat which he believed to be the highest 
reach of the “Vedanta’’ of the Upanijads, He hadhowevc' 
judiciously adminstered bit own orientations to some of the key 
notes of the traditional Sankara Vedanta such as the doctrine of 
Msyk and “Mithyatva’' to make them more acceptable to the 
taste of Western Rationalists and Indian intellectualk. Hit 
diluted versions of Advaita and Miyividg were made more 
popular by academic writera brought up in that milieu. Before 
long, it came to be eeriously believed that “Vedanta” it synony¬ 
mous with “Advaita” and the two are convertible termi. 

But whatever may have been the vogue is the writings of the 
earlier authors of the Buddhist, Nylya and Mimamta achoois 
prior to the adveni of the Vedanta schools of Rlminuja and 
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Madhva, io regard to tho use of the tenns ''VedaDta‘% andv 
VedsntiBt'’ to denote the Sankara school, it is now no longer 
valid, justifiable oi defeasible, io (he context of the present esta* 
blisbed position of the three principal echeeli of Vedanta to 
restrict it to one of them. It is high time our “modern” scholars 
and inlellectualr, who ought to know belter, not only discourage 
this vicious practice but themselves learn to desist from it altoge* 
ther in their own writings. It is therefore regrettable to see that 
Dr. Narain himself has not been able to rise above this tempta¬ 
tion and has succumbed to it by monopolising the use of the term 
to denote the Sankara school exclusively. It is to be hoped he 
will not do so in his future writings. 

Id the infancy of Indian philoiophical studies by Western 
and modern scboloia, much capital had been made of a few 
random quotes from the Upaoieadtsucb as ‘Tat tvam esi’, ‘Abam 
Brahmasmi’ torn from their legitimai context, in favor of 
•'Advaita” and the other schools of Ramanuja and Madhva were 
labelled as “Bhakti schools” ‘‘belonging more to the religious 
histery then to the philosophical development of Indian thought” 
(Radhakrishnan). The syllabtu for Post-graduate studies in 
Sanskrit and Indian Philoiopby has been acd still is heavily 
overweighted in favor of Advaiia-Vedanta with but a meagre 
half-hearted provision for the study of the other schools of 
Vedanta in many of out Universities. It is a fit case for the 
Univeisily Grants Commission to set right this anamoly. 

Such a deplorable state of affairs in our "temples of lear¬ 
ning” has greatly impoverished the standard of philosophical 
icholarship and creative thinking among the alumni It has bred a 
wrong notion that con-Monistic systems of Vedanta are to ba 
looked at askance as the outcome of inierference of religious 
prejudice with the pursuit of true philosophy and the aftermath 
of the reign of religion in contemporary philosophy. Such unme¬ 
rited denigration of and slur cast on the realistic systems of 
Vedanta of our country has at times received overt and covert 
encouragement from various publicity media including those at 
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Government level. This sLite of affairs is highly detrimental to 
the free and uuicUered dcYelopmcnt of the line philosophical 
spirit of which this couati-y has been the home, the cradle and 
the exemplar, for thousands of ytars. 

The right way to restore balance of tbonghi sanuy and 
sobriety of judgment on the subject is to mobilise public opinion 
among oxir mtellectuais and ite rising generation lo extend com¬ 
plete parity of place and attention to all the different systems of 
Vedanta which have a livitig interest and following in the 
country. 

V 

Unlike some otfcei writers on Indian philosophy who have 
blacked out Dvaila phUosophy from the public gaze. Dr. Narain 
has done a real service U) the advancement of thought and 
Vedantic stucies thro’ his first work (Out Imcs) of Madh'ja Philo- 
.^ophy. It has however came upon me a startling surprise that 
barely within two years of its appearance he should have come 
out with his Critique of Madhya Ri>futution of Sankara School of 
Vedanta (Udayana Putlicaiicn, Allahabad, 1964) which has 
rcc<atiy been reprinted (1985;) by Munsbiram Manoharlal, 
Delhi. His first work was highly appreclstive of Madhva philo¬ 
sophy W'hile the second is highly cersoricus of Ike performance 
of Madhva, Jayatinha ?nd Vyasatinha, accusing them of gioesly 
misrepiesenting Acvaiia by w^antonly oi otherwise confusing 
between the Paramfcnhika and the Vyfivahaxika levels of truth 
in Sankara’s philosophy and holding it up lo mispliiced criticism 
throughout. 

The following quotes from Dr. Narain's second work will 
suffice to make this dear (1) "^The Medhva philosopher is satis- 
yjfrf with his theory that ‘‘Ajnina’’ is the negation of knowledge 
and Us existence is quite Jicgative*'^ (P, 5). (2) “Most of the 
criticisms against Sankara and bis foUewers are grounded in 

5. This is a totally mistaken view. Mndhva philosophy 
too accepts Bhavarupa Ajnana - See my PM p. 261. (1986) 
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ihc confusion of standpoints to which the oppoaenu of Ankara 
have shown a persistent tendency. Here alto the confusion is 
caused in the minds of the Msdhva critics that knowledge can¬ 
not be the substratum of the super imposition of the object, as 
the substratum must always be of a higher degree in the order of 
reality (p. 63) (3) “ But for Madhusudana’s defence in his 
monumental work, the ‘'Vedanta” position would have been 
completely eclipsed by Vylsatirtba's terrible onslaught We 
would naturally find much light to dispel the darkness fet hose 
by Vyasatirika's criticisms in MadhuSudana’s magnum opus'’ 
(P, 166) (4) The Msdhva philosophers have at times misrepre¬ 
sented the “Vedanta’" position (p. 192) They have deliberately 
s);er(ooked the philosophy of Vivana Xh^t had been Invented iox 
avoiding the contradictions and inconsistencies that would other¬ 
wise follow in the wake of the Paririima concepiton of Brahman. 
fs it not a matter of pity that the Masters of the MUdhva 
school have h their enthusiasm of nullifying all the achievements 
of the rival school refused to lake notice of the most important 
aspect of ‘ Vedanta philosophy (P. 209) - Italics mine. 

It is a gross perversion of the truth for Dr. Narain to lay 
that the Masters of the Dvaita school have deliberately overlooked 
the explanation of Vivarta invented by the Advaitins. All the 
three masters have been quite well informed about the Brahma- 
Virartavada and have refuted it in their writings. If Dr. Narain 
would look into Madhva's AV he will find him, after refuting 
real redolent Brahmapariosmavada of Bhlskara and the ostensi¬ 
ble Pariuftmavsda interpretation of the Sutra Prakrtisca 
(I, 4. 24) as ilie ‘^Purvabhumi"" of Vivartavfida, as the Sankse- 
pasSfiraka puts it, taking the clue from the Ubored explanation 

of the Bhamati {lyam cop^anaparhlUnadibha^a .) taking on 

the new-fangltd Vivartakira^avida “invented” by the AdvaiCini 
to save their Brahman: 

Yaccavikitam evaikam Brahma yiivdtmani mr^i 

Driyate mandadrstyaiva sa sarga iti kathyate 





Preface 


Sir 

EtplainiDg the details of the Vivartavada here Jayatirtha 
gives a lucid exposilioa of aviAr/om, misd aad rnandadr^{i 
aud elucidates the Advaita position as follows-- 

^'Just as the rope without undergoing any change or modifica¬ 
tion appears falsely in the form of the Berpent, 60 too Brahmam- 
Thc Sutra '^Prakrtiaca telU that B. is the Upld^nakiraria 
of the world just as now clarified. Here, "‘upadanatva'’ is noi 
coffceived in the sense of material transformation, but as the 
substratum of the false appearance, due to the modificaticn of 
Avidya. {NS. h p. 205): 

qrfaESTHc^^^ sryf5TW f?JTTf?sTT «sii?r fffr i 

i ^ sjfq cjf^ affq^rrqfr- 

■srnriqTfqtiqwifacsiqcq^ 3m> Wtqfrqtq ff^r i 

This should make it clear who is misrepreseftting whom ! The 
^hird Master Vylsatlrtha too has devoted a section to the 
exammation of the vivartavsda in terms of its three alternative 
explanations of B’s causality in association with Avidya, as pro¬ 
pounded by the VivaranakSra. Jayatirtha's NS too has indica¬ 
ted these three aliernative positions ot the Vivaranaksra. la 
his assessment of this threefold explanation Dr. Narain finding 
it difficult to meet the objections of VySsatirtha tries to get 
away with an irrelevant plea that ‘‘there is a lurking doubt in 
the minds of the Vivaranites on the question of the causality 
of Brahman, The S&nkarites find it expedient to associate it in 
some way or other (Italics mine) with the Anirvacaniya - Mfiyl 
and the three alternative ' suggestions” (Italics mine) are only 
different ways of explaining the relation and this does not 
mean that the explanation is to be literally accepted^ (Op* cit 
p, 210). This practically gives the whole case away. 
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The conception of ‘‘upidana” as a transforming material 
cause i» widely acc.‘pted ia our Sastra usage. The derivation of 
the terms up-MlXfia and npiidcy^i (from upa-5-da) signifies the 
passing on of some characteristic of the ifpiid^fui to the 

up^ukyci. This is accepted by Saresvara who says that‘'Ajatna 
(Avidya) is the upaddna of the Magic show of the world and 
iliat Brahman is va/W to be the cause thro^ the medium of this 
Ajnana: 

^a dviiitendmjdUuya yad updddnak<Xyanam 

Ajndnanx, U 2 d iipdsrtyu Brahma kdraixarn ucyate 

As “Ajilcina'’ is thus the Upidaaakara^a of the world-appc- 
arance its essential character of nmirvaccuiiyatva is passed on to 
the world. But none of the essential characters of Brahman 
such as its consciousncs.s blissfulness and Plratnirthikalva is 
passed on to the world which is *'Jada'‘ There lies the crux of 
the problem. 

Nor can Up3d5natvs be construed in the ssnse of its being 
the substratum of an illusory condition {bhraniudhisthanctivam) 
Thai would make the deluded perceiver of the shdTsilver the 
Upsditja of the shell-silver as he is the abode (itsraya) of the 
deluded cognition. If it i$ said that the substratum of the super- 
ittjposed object is the Upadsna, the shell cannot be the Upadsna 
of the iiUisory silver, as ii i& not cognised as having the shell for 
its locus. For the cognition takes the form *'tbis is silver” and not 
as “ia this there is silver (f it is contended that the 

Up^d^na is that with which the auperimposed object is cognised 
as put in (SdmdnMvkarar).ya)/\im\\ not cover the 

case of an illusory cognition like *Tbe conch is yellow”. For the 
illusory cogsition does not take the form “Yellowness is the 
coneb^* (by way of Sftmanidhtkaranya). but as “the coach is 
ycHow-tinied'\ 
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Madhusridaiia Sai'asvati therefore tries to circuaivent these 
diS^cuitics and tbe criticism of the Msdhva thinkers with aa 
impron,ved d^fmiiion of bis own of Upsdanatva (material causa¬ 
lity) as applicable to B, as the causality founded in >ts cvm 
self in creating the world: (Svaiti^iha-karya-janihehiivam). 
This may perhaps preclude ovcrpcrvasicu of the definition 
in respect of the eiSc-ent causality of the Pot-maker, as the 
pot prodLiced by hhn does not icherc in him bat in its material 
causal stuff of clay. 

But the question is whether the Nirvi^esa-Erthman can 
be called the cause of production (kdry^Ji^ntkt'lu) as it is 
Ni^krlya and Nirdharraaka. (void of activity snd attrihuies). 
The world {Kcr}v:fprjpar<caJ subiists in its o\vn a'insaj Stuff’ of 
AvidyS, according to Advaita (Cf. AviJya sahakdrycna iidsid asti 
bhavisyatij. The woiId is thus Avidysnistha. and mt Brahma- 
iiijtha. Neither can hetuva (causality) as such be said lo subsist 
in Brahman^ which is Nii viscsa. Mcreover, the roie of Nirvi- 
:^esa. B. a$ the substraiura of the super imposition of the world 
upon it {pri^pafh'abhnimaJhisihdnatv^i'm^ in VivartavSda, is absolu¬ 
tely and its causality purely nominal, wiiercag Anirva- 

caiiiya. Maya (Ajnana), with itsdwin cbarackristics cf civarana 
(concealing) and VIbhrania (projectieg an appesraoce) Las far 
better ciatms than the Nirvise;ja-B. to be regarded a» producing 
the Kfirya inhering in its causal stuff of Ajnsna, 


Moreover, m Advaita it is the Sagu^a-B Hhe (Upahifa-B) 
W'hich operates as the efficient cause, while the Nirvisesa remains 
the passive substratum, without consf^nt andparUcipation ia it. This 
makes for two Brahmans performing dilTcrcnt functions. And 
the Buddha and Upahita Brahmans arc ncf. strictly speaking, 
identical, except in the loose sense of the bare Cir which cannot 
however be designated as the ♦cause* (kdryajanihetu). As the 
Nirviae^a-B. is the only real and true B., it cannot play two 
different roles* or even one for that matter, as required by the 
wording of the Sutra (Prakftisca) — the conjunctive particle 
denoting the sense of equal strength (tulya hala). 
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B's Abbiona>niuiittop9.diaatva as expressly spelt out in 
Sankara's bha«ya on the SQtra has been modified in the Bhimati 
in terms of Vivartavada. Sarvajaatman has tried to explain its 
presence in the Bhssya as the "prelude” to the official view of 
Vivstta {Vivartav&da:iya tu purvabhumih). Tbo Masters of 
Dvaita have therefore dealt with both the theories of Parinlma 
and Vivarta as they arc found in Sankara’s Sutrabhl$ya and in. 
the modified version of Vivarta as developed by bis Scholiasts. 
They have thus been quite fair to the Advaitins and have 
ignored or suppressed neither. Yet Dr. Karain without looking 
into their works presumes to accuse them of having deliberately 
overlooked the Vivartavada interpretation, with intent" to 
nullify the achievements of the rival school *' {Op. cit. p. 280) 

By opting for Vivartavada, the Advaitins have virtually 
abandoned the Brahmopidanavsda, and transferred it to Anir- 
vacaniya Ajnsna. As Maya is not the same as Brahman, it make* 
no ditference whether Miya is the Upidaaakarapa or the 
Prakrti of the Sinkbyas, as both are Ja^a. The dismissal of 
Prakrti as "A-sabdam" (foreign to the ^rutis) in Ssnkarai 
interpretation of the Iksatyadhikarapani of the Sutras has been 
shown to be baseless in the works of Madhva and his commcn- 
lators. (See my BSPC Vol. 1 pp 28-29). 

The distinction made in Advaita between the Vy3vah3rika 
and the Piramarthika levels of truth may no doubt be very 
vital to its interest. But as I have stated elsewhere in my Philo¬ 
sophy of Madhva (p. 470). it is not good logic to take it for granted 
and build a superstructure on it. It has become second nature to 
spokesmen of Advaita to parry the criticisms of the Realists by 
seeking shelter behind the two level theory and repeating the 
charge of their critics persistently overlooking that basic 
distinction or deliberately confusing between them and expec¬ 
ting to couvioce the casual reader by repeating this charge 
ad nauseum. It is time this bluff is called off. Far from 
being oblivious of the distinction drawn by the Advaitins bet¬ 
ween the two levels of truth, or ignoring it in their criticism, the 
Dvaita writers have shown themselves in their writings to be 
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fully aware of it* riijht from the days of Madhva and have given 
the fullest consideration to the grounds on which it is based and 
shown them to be wanting in probative value, Hecce the disa¬ 
greement on this issue is not the outcome of any ignorance or 
misunderstandiDg on the part of the Dvaitins or their falling a 
prey to any confusion of thought. The burden of proof regarding 
the two level theory of truth rests on the Advaitins. They have 
to admit that the Vyavahsrika and the “ PrStibbisika are 
equally “mithy# irrespective of the time lag between their 
exposure. 

Bhrdnter bakukila-amvattUwm ca aprayojikd {Nym) For* 
what is ■•Mithya*' is stultifiabJc {badhya). And Bidhya again at 
accreditedly defined in the school is as sweeping as it is unspa- 
ring in teimi of negation for all the three periods of time as 
we shall repeatedly sec. No doubt there are two views about the 
frame of reference from which it is said to b# operative one 
from the “Pilrainarthika level (rdramdnhikatvdkanQa msodhah) 
and the other of absolute negation with reference to all the three 
periods of time in essence of the object {svarupena nisedha). In 
hii analysis of the nature of this Ni^edha (stultification) from 
these two points of view on the subject of the nature of 
yutva*' it will be seen that Vyasatirtha has laid bare ihe fallacy 
of mutual dependence which dogs the footsteps 

of BSdha from tlie PAramirthika point of view and the reduction 
of the counterpositive of negation in essence {amrupena nlsedhd) 
with reference to all the three periods of lime to utter non-exis¬ 
tence inclusive of its asad-vailak^anya sviirupa). An astute 
Logician^ Madhusudana when confronted by Vyasatirtlia quietly 
abandons tte older view of sublation from the Ftramlrtbiks 
standpoint on account of the mutual interdependence it involves 
and accepts baldly the only other alternative left to him of 
^^Syarupena-tusedha regardless of the consequence which Vytsa- 
tirtba is quick to point cut. as we shall See onP.31 The two level 
theory of truth for all its apparant simplicity as an ^'open sesa¬ 
me** hat proved to be a veritable labyriath for Advaiti, 
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Ihe coistentioo that the ^rutjs teach Mithy3tva of the world 
it also ucau&taiQabie, There are many more which imisr on the 
reality of the world stich as "‘Visvam satyam.-.(R, V, ii^ 24, 12) 
YaJbatatbyalc arthan vyad3dhaL..(Isa Up. ). The creation texts 
and cctmologica! details io the Upanisads are not a mere make- 
believe. VySsaiirtha rightly pc^inta out ihe relegation cf the 
^rutis which deal with ihe details of coimic creation in a syste¬ 
matic order and the involution in the revcjse order at the time of 
world-dissolution, the referecccs lo The sojourn of the souls in 
Heaven and Hell and rc:birtb will be reduced to a 
mockery if the world is pronounced to be Mithva eff hand. The 
esrablisfciQcnt of the ccccept of Miihyatva iUelf depends on the 
estabiishment of the two level theory cf truth asd that agein as 
we have seen is yet to come out of the labyrinth. 

Madhva himself has raired a pertirert question if the doct¬ 
rine of threefold reality is to be establUhed on the basis of i 
proof failing under the first order of reality called Piiainarlbika- 
Sat or by dec falling under one Oi the other of Ihcr other two 
viz. the Vjavaharika or the Pia-ibbiifika Since it is beyond the 
scope and jurisdiction cf the Vyavafcarika rr the illusory real to 
say auythieg about the nature of the Paramartbika. the said 
proof of eJitshlsshing the PSr^merJbikasBtya must tc the Para- 
tsarthika-Brabman iuelf cr some other equally ParAmarthika 
real. But as the Advaita Brahman is by definition ^^Mirvisesa'^ it 
it powerless to etablish, prove or disprove anything. To call in 
sorre other PlraoSiibika to aid wcutd disrupt the doctrine of 
the one real. The cententien that the Srutis establish that Brah¬ 
man alcQe is the truly real has already been ihcwn to be wishful 
thinking. See Chap. XTX, 

Dasgupiawas the first lo draw the atUnfion of Modern 
achoUra to some of ihe philcsophical problems at issue between 
the Dvaita and Advaita achocis raised by VySsatfrtha and the 
coDtroYcrsy prevoked between the two scbooli. But Dasgupta 
confined faiimelf only to a few select topics and had gireo the 
respective views of the parties wirhout entering into an aiseii- 
ment of them of his own. 
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Dr, Narain has now widened the scope of the subject matter 
and given hit own assessment of the arguments of the contending 
ichooli. But from the quotes from bis work I have already given 
here it will be seen that he has not hesitated to play 
tricks with evidence* suppress material facts from the writings of 
the Dvaita authors and accuse them of deliberately misrepresen¬ 
ting the Advaita position and generally making them out to be 
the villaiot of the piece. 

It has therefore become necessary for me to repair the 
damage done to the reputation of the Masters of Dvaita thought 
and set the record straight so far av the case for Dvaita U 
concerned. I have a^so taken note of the attempted defence of 
the Advaita arguments by Dr. Narain and given my 
Re-appraisal of them. Dr. Narain could very well have avoided 
all the digression! and excursions into the background materials 
relating to EpistemoiOgical. ontological and other speculations in 
the different zchoola of Indian philosophy and confined himself 
itrictly to the problems at issue between the Advaita school and 
its rival and included in hit survey topics more relevant to Ihens 
primarily. I have therefore stuck to the order of topics raised by 
Vyfisatirtha in the main. 

The net result of the Dvaita-Advaita Polemics initiated by 
Vy&sflUrtba has been to bring to the forefroDt the rifts and 
fissures in the body-politic of Advaita metaphysics and its 
presuppoiitlOQi. (Sec vi fn 2) To give an instance, in his criticism 
of ihe second definition of Falsity of the world* Vyllsatirtha first 
of all disposes of its first alternative that the sublation of the 
world contemplated by Pratipannopfldhau iraikaiikani^edba- 
piaiiyogilvam, it from the PSrSm^rthika level* on the ground 
that it is vitiated by the fallacy of interdependcDCc and that it 
cannot therefore pass muster. Evidently, Madhusudana accepts the 
force of this argument as he docs not attempt to rebut it. When 
VySsatirtha confronts him with Ihe other aUemative of lublation 
in essence of the suchness of the appearance inclusive of the 
rescinding of its asadvilaksanaivakdra Madbusudana boldly and 
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unhesitatingly opts for it. SvarUpe^aixa traikMikani^edhasya pra- 
panct ^uktirupyddau ca angikdrdf. A> “Svaraptna njsedba'* 
involves the wiping out of the ^^asadvUak^anarvdkdra'" of the 
appearance, its effect will be to reduce the object in question to 
a nullity. That would make ihc socalled ‘^Vyavahinka-satyatva 
ostensibly granted to external world in Advaira thought a mere 
eyewash and reduce it to the Samvrtisitya of Nihilism. Such 
is the nemesis of the traditional Aevaita of Sankara expressly 
admitted, probably for the first time, by MadhusOdana. Well may 
one wonder whether Advailic circles would consider Madhusu- 
dana to have done a service or a disservice to ibeir cause- Perhaps 
irediJional Advaita may not be bothered in the least about the 
conscqueuces of the A*Siddbi's confession. 

Neo—Vedanta " 

But the const teficc of modern Apologists of Bankart-Advaita 
who would fain uphold its claims to be most rational in its out* 
look '^where thought foHowi thought naturally until Advaitism 
H seen to complete and crown the t<^iQce"\RaJhaknshnim I, Fini¬ 
n' pb57), bai been at pains all along to remedy the situation. 
What Dr. Radbakrishnan presents in his Philosophy of Integral 
Experience is an aitempi and an example of an improvement and 
departure from ibc stiictly unitary conception of Sankara-Advaita 
and ill background of Mlyav&da and Jagan-Mithy9tva. 

Earlier still, Swam! Vivekanaoda bad given a twist and a 
reorientation to ^ankara-Advaita end bis Miyivfida by liberally 
diluting the content of Miyi and MithySlva. 

Recently, Swami Tapssyananda, Head of the Sri Rtina- 
krisbna Mission, Madras, in the Introduction to hii Bhakii 
Schools of Vedanta the principles of what 

he calls ‘‘Neo-VcdaTiia'\which he says emerges from ihc experien- 
oes and teachings of Ratnakriahoa and the speeches and wiitingi 
of his gifted disciple Swami Vivekananda. He says that 'classical 
Vedanta* by which term be excludes the Bhakti Schools, will have 
an honoured place, if it comes to accept the outlook of Neo- 
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Vedanta and receive world-acccptancc and that the followers of 
Vedanta should abandon the polemlca! method. 

This overlooks the fact ibat the dialectical method has coc- 
tfibuted immensely to ibe clarification of numerous problems of 
philosophy and the richness of thought content of various systems 
in the past and is still capable of providing sound guide - lines and 
fresh insights for the development of a Pan'Indian Philosophy* 
in substance and in principle, if implemented on right lines, 

The distinctiveness of ‘"Nco-Vedanta’’ according to Swami 
Tapasyananda, lies in its acceptance of both the Saguna or Savi- 
iJesa-Brabman and the Nirviaesa (Nirguijia) Brahman a* two 
sides of the same coin. They exist and have the same reality and 
validity with two diflfereut frames of reference. It rejects the two 
tier theory of truth into higher and iov.-er k flow ledge the Paramar^ 
ibika and the VyavahSrika. The latter, with Its worship of God 
of the Bhakti schools, endowed with all auspicious aitiibutcs as 
the Creator of the world and the bestower of Grace and delive¬ 
rancerm/tjf.v//;c Nirvisesa-Brohiuun, The only difference is 
that when the one is experienced, the other is not. The other 
dminctivenesa is that of the concept of sublatico of the world 
(B3dha) when true knowledge dawns. la Nco—Vedanta 
Badha /i rejected outright. And with it goes Sad-asad-anirva- 
caniya-Maya and the Miihyalva of the world, which have been 
read into Sankara's classical system ’‘by his sobolailics’",— 
(presumably id their over-enlbusiasiic Hirartness). 

This pictvre. is however fur from being correct or true to 
^ankaro^s own clear pronouncemeiUs in his hISB. or even logically 
con.sistent. ^ankara^s pronouncements on the status of the 
Saguna and the Nifguoa Brahmans and the factual existence of 
the world even after A, B, or C attains realisation aod mergiog 
in the Nirvisesa gives no support lo any of the articles of faith 
of *'Neo-VedaDia'^ that the Saguna aad Nirguni Brahmans have 
been placed on the same par as the two sides of the same coin 
having the lamc reality and validity. After crying down the two- 
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licr ihcory of truth it is a suneptitioas way of introduciug it 
again by way of ‘‘difFeiient frames of reference*'. 55aDkara ifi 
adamant that the Sagu^a or Sa*v]»e$a B. ia always associated 
with Upadhh (adjuncts) and these Upadhis according to him are 
necessarily the projections of Avidya (ignorance)—‘'avidySkalpita 
as he calli it. (See BSB. th 2. II) The Imcnutable or *'Kutailha- 
Brahman* (Nirvlse^a) is the only truth (BSB. W, 2^ {6). The entire 
Uoiveise ia Jmt ''Mayamitram'’ It is liable to sublaficn (B^dha)^ 
like Ibe dream world, with this difference that while the latter is 
sublated cnryc/a}\ the external w^orid by the knowledge of 
Brahman, when it arises (BSB. iii 2>4), It is thus a question of 
shorter or longer duration of the error between them. The idea 
of the Saviae^a and the Nirvisesa boih having the same reality 
and validity as the two sides of the same coin or the vast liquidity 
of the Ocean and the solid icebergs ia another part has been 
severely cnV/c'/m/by Saokara under BSB. ii, I, 14 


f F?f p?i i i 

‘Tr?:»Tirir« fjT^TfSTRf^sTfvfcr =5r 

^ ^!!t% 5T(!Tpqt^T I ^q[3^r;n- 

?»Ttrff?37^Ttrt 57ffTt?f?TR*iq5a^ ?fg- 

? 5 ?% 3T%ff'ciRWiT?# #»T^r?r I 

He argues that the Supreme Brabman can never be ancka!^ 
makam (double sided) like the coin with two sides (as Nco- 
Vedanta wants to have it.) He thunders--jVo/i-rfua/fry ivi// have 
nothing to do n*///j accommodating dij^'erence of states of experie- 
nee of the Sagui^a and Nirgu^ia from different frames of refer^ 
ence at any time in its being. The reader may check up the 
references with the original text of Sankara's fihasya. 
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The theory of ''AQckatmakatva'' of Brahman as dual-natu- 
Ted for ever on the same par (as two Bides of a coin) is repugnant 
to Sankara. He explains that as Liberation is attainable accor¬ 
ding lo Vedanta only thro* right knowledge, the AoekAtmakaiva 
theory of Brahmao at the same time (irrespective of your diffe¬ 
rent '‘frames of reference*') cannot afford to admit the existence 
of any '‘Mithy&jnAna"*, as the cause of Sam-sira and the 
VySvaharika slate, which is to be suhtata/ by right knowledge 
(^ee BSB. ii, 1, 14). Brahman cannot be intrinsically double- 
natured (Na svata eva anekfitmakam) is the two natures are 
dismctfically opposed to each other {vlrodha), Jt can only be¬ 
come so under the influence of UpSdhis ofjd these Upadkis are 
necessarily the projections of A\idyd (^5, BSB. iii, 2, 16) Lastly, 
the Upanisadic thesis of Ekavijoinena saivavijnSnam (knowing 
the many by knowing the One) w^iil be disproved and falsified, 
if it were true that when the one is known the other is twt (as 
Tapasjananda has put it). 

The foregoing references arc more than suilicieot to show 
that ‘‘Adi-^ankara’* himself is dead against the stand taken by 
Neo-Vedanta** as outlined by its exponents^ It is thus wrong 
and disingenuous to put Adi Sankara and his icholiasti against 
each other, on such fundamental issues. '*Neo-Vedanta'^ what¬ 
ever its merits, credentials and plus - points, will have to 
leave atikara alone with his scholiasts in peace and go its 
own way, without seeking in any way to capitalise on his name. 

In Ihe !ait analysis, then. “Neo-Vedanta** will have to join 
bands with Pantheistic schools of thought like those of Bhaikata 
and Yidavaprakaba, if it wants to have it both ways. To fact, 
the Anekfitmakatvavada of Brahman refuted by ^tsnkara in his 
Suttabbssya (if, I, 14) is that of the Vrttikara who was a pre- 
qutsot of Bhiskara, Paaifaeism would pull the Deity to the 
gutter. It has its own drawbacks and as Ramanuja puts it is 
worse than Miyavada: BtahmUjnSmyAddd api pdply&n aywn 
Bkeddbhedavpaksak Veddrtha-Sangraha However, that may 
be^ PanthtUm would confirm the reality of the 
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exteraal world as a transfoimaticn cf BrahzsaD and 
make it as real as Brahman. To that extent it will endorse 
the rtality of the world which is one of matn points of difference 
between the author of the Nym and his opponents. If Neo- 
Vedanta would wholeheartedly accept the reality of the world it 
should find itself in agreement with ibc finding of Vyasaiirtha 
that the ultimate difference between the supreme Brahman and 
the world consists in the unchanging eternal existence of Brah¬ 
man for all time and the changeful and limited c;sisience of the 
Universe in space and lime and not in the real existence of 
Brahman and the Mithyatva (ireagined existence or imagined 
appearance) of the Universe. 

Bruhrna krilatvayepi SaL Viyadadl ca kaiUcld eva. Id nityaiv- 
Vti/M Vaij^amyaiit. Nafu Baiyatva-XIiihydfvabhyam 
(Nym. p. 39) 

if this book should evoke a Rejoinder in its turn as of old, 
it will be welcomed in the interest of further clarification of 
the problems of Vedanta* For too long the Monism of Sankara 
has been monopolizing the field and has been luring the injcllec* 
tuaJs With common-place analogies like the dieara world and the 
Serpent and tie Rope and siher in shell’ silencing the voice 
cf Kcalisti-j rnougbt by gagging it with the auihorily of the sup¬ 
posed '‘Mcnistic texts”. In fact ihcTe has been a standing com¬ 
plaint by many medera wTiiers who have been broughi up in the 
belief that •'Vedanta is Advaita” that Indian Philosophy has 
been emasculated by Us thraldom to the Srutis. it is Dvaita 
philosophy which has taken the lion's share ia nailing 
down this charge ;ts baseles!. It has suggested a tarmcnious 
way of demarcatieg the respective and legitimate jurisdictions of 
consolidated human experience and the inlimations of Scripture 
about the life in Moksa^ without their cccroaching on each 
others domaia, oq the basis of the principle of Upajivyaprami- 
napribalya, according to exigeccies of each case. If God is and 
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ought to be mojQ and ^r^ater thao the world aod Man^ the quest 
of Philosophy must end with rcdlscovetUi^ the eternal truth. 

Syuiantmm ?arQtanira}n ra chividhayn uiusum \%yoA<^ 


CONCLUSION 


The stupendous range of survey of the problems of Indian 
philosophy carried out by Vyasatirtha in liis Nyayamna^ for the 
first time in the Post-^ankara and Pust-Jayalirtba period and 
the recondite nature of the topics discussed by him with ins 
amazirg expertise in the writings of most of the system of 
thought known and studied in his dayi places severe restricticug 
on the ability and equipment of any mcdcin scholar aspiring to 
do even rcnaole justice to rooDumental classics like the 
}sy^'amcta and its rival. I have vcctured on this tajk rather 
late in life. I have explained what prompted me to do so. I do 
not stop to anticipate how far I may be able to go thro" with 
h and complete it. Bui there is no barm in making a beginnin g 
and leaving the rest to kindred spirits to come, as the great 
Sanskrit Poet BhavabhDti has said, long ago. 

I am very much beholden to Prof. Ninian Smart. LF. 
Rowny Profesior of Cemparative Religions, Univeisiiy of Cali¬ 
fornia, 5anta Barbara (U. S. A,) for his kindness and couitesy 
in introducing this work to the modern philosophical world. 
Indeed, it is most appropriate that the celebiated author of 
‘Doctrine and Argument in Indian Philosophy' should be iatcrei- 
icd in the great dialectical confrontation between Realism and 
Idealiam in ihc final stage of development of traditiooai Vedanta 
in India, which forms the subject matter of my book. It is my 

I 


(Mbh. V. 66, 7-8) 
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pleasant duty to express my thanks to him for his insightful' 
Foreword. 

The Piesideat of the Akbila Bbarata Madhva Mabamandah 
and its Anandatirtha Pratisthana, Sri Visbnumurti Yerkaditaye 
and his council have been good enough to accept tbis book for 
publication under their auspices, with the gracious approval of 
the Founder of the Mahamaadal and the Chief Trustee of the 
Anandatirtha Pratisthana, the revered Sri Visvesa Tirtha 
Swamiji of the Sri Pcjavai Mott, (Jdupi. 

This is the first time the Pratisthana is pviblishing a work in 
English on the subject of an epoch-making V^agrantba in 
Dvaita philosophy and its sequel and making it easily accessible 
to the modern philosophical world, for comparative study. 

I lake this opportunity of dedicating this book to the revered 
Swamiji in token of all 1 owe to bis abiding interest and inspira¬ 
tion in my literary career, all along. 

I thank Prof. D. Prahladachar of the Bangalore Unrtersity 
for sparing time to discuss some knotty textual points. 

4/2, Shah Building, ^ 

Bhagat Road, Bombay - 16. ( (Dr.) B. N. K. SIIARMA. 

Vijaya Da^ami 6-10-92. 3 



Chapter I 

INTRODUCTORY 


The Nvayamrta of VySsaiirtha (1460 - 1539) enjoys the 
highest reputarion in the history of DvaUa- Advaita dialectics* 
It represents the pinnacle of developTriCni of the incisive 
exposition and reinforcement of the realistic metaphysics of 
Anandatirtha—its logic and world-viewp including the nature of 
bondage and liberation of SoaU to be aUair.cci by Bhakti 
(devotion to the SLpreme Being) and Divine Grace {prasada)^ 
Its object and purpose is not purely negatrvc or destructive. 
Demoliuon precedes construction. The realistic inetaphysics 
rises on the ashes of the Monistic Advaila. The reinforcement 
of purely Dvaita doctrines, on the nature of truth and reality, 
difference as foundational and in respect of God, Souls and the 
world of matter, { paPlccthcda ) the nature of bondage of souls 
and the place of Sadhanas, the importance of Bhakti and 
grace in the aitaiiiment of release, the complete rranifesialion 
of the bliss of selfhood and its gradation in Moksa — which 
concludes the treatment — are all of them equally criticai, 
exhaustive and authoriiaiivc. Madhya’s VedSnta Darsar.a is* 
by comparison and contrjjst with the Acvaita, shown to be the 
most satisfactory reconciliation of the place, rights and claioiB 
of God, Souls and the world of matter, each with its own real 
status, place of honor and importance in a coherent system of 
Theistic metaphysics, wherein God or Brahrran occupies the 
pivotal position as the One and Only Independent Reality 
( Svalantra tattva )• It deals with the entire gamut of realistic 
metapliysics in its architectonic unity and is written in a crisp 
and spirited style of urbane philosophical language. 

After the seed time of the founder and the crystalli?.ation of 
Dvaita thought and its standardization at the hands of 
Jayatirtha, Vyfisat^rtha’s Nym raised \i from its parochial 
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inooiiugs and set it on the high seas of metaphysical cogitation, 
transcending regional limits and gave it ati All-India status and 
importance in the critical and comparative study of Vedanta 
Darsana - India's greatest contribution to world-philosophy. 

This had the intended effect of rousing the sleeping spirit 
of plailosophical quest, after the Advaitavida had scored its 
innings and settled itself to a comfortable ease. 

VyasatirtUa reopened ihc issues from the vantage of 
Madliva's metaphysics which held the hey to many crucial 
problems of philosophy which, the Advaita dialecticians before 
him had shelved as insoluble and t^iercfore relevant only to 
the VySvahsrika level of thought, riddled with its own fallacies: 

f?rs?Tf?5T \ 

He took up the problems where the earlier Mattel's had left 
them and widened their horizon of both criticism and selt- 
examinatiou. This was no sriiall service to the onward march 
of Vedanta philosophy and its Renaissance in the 16th century. 

Fifty years after the appearantx of the Nym the 
reaction to it catnc from far off Bengal from the pen of 
Madhusudana Sarasvati in his Advaitasiddhi, This led to a 
brisk exchange of thought and criticism between the champions 
of the two systems for nearly three centuries, as has already 
been stated- In the words of Mm, Anantakrishna Sastri who has 
edited and published a part of all the main works pertainieg to 
this controversy with bis own resume in the Calcutta Orhntal 
sSeries^ /.T, ‘Tt was VySsatirlha who, for the first time, took 
special pains to collect together froTn ihc vast range of Advaita 
literature all the crucial points for discussion and arrange them 
on a novel yet thoroughly scientific and systematic plan. 
He also exhibited in his work more than a hundred points of 
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departure and has discussed them with a manuiencss of 
observation and mastery over details rarely to be found even 
among some of the Titanic thinkers of the past” (p* 36)v 
A glance at the Table of Contents of the !\>ym would easily bear 
out the stupertdousness of the task aiteuipted and achieved by 
Vyasatirtha. (See Summary of ccinLents of the four Paricchedas 
given hereafter). 

The main purpose of the Nym is Lo vindicate the cogency 
of Madhva’s rcaiisiic metaphysics and give it permaaeut staying 
powder and living interest in tl-e philosoplilciil field contain 
ibe aggressive ascendancy of the Advaitavada among the 
inicilectuais of the times. This is clear from what he himself 
has to say about the aims, objects and scope of his work : 

labor of love is amply rewarded by gathering the threads of 
doctrine and details of Madhva Siddhanta, found piecemeal and 
scattered here and there in the original works and ihcir 
commentaries and rc-presenting them hi a cc-orclinatcd form 
and reinforcing them with additional urgumenis and corrobo¬ 
rative materials where necessary, bringing fresh facts lo light 
based on my owm cogitations”.' 


* Among such topics, not actually discussed or fully dealt 
with in all their ramifications, in the earlier w^orks of the school 
and here fully dealt with, may be Tnentioned (!) the detailed 
discussion of Brahman's UpadinakAragatva of the world as 
set forth by the Vivarayakiira in Advaira, m three diiferent 
ways, in conjuneticn with Avidys, wuth their concomilunt details; 

(2) the exhaustive analysis and refuiaticn of the theory of 
perception in Aevaita known as Pratikarma-Vyavastha and 

(3) the equally exhaustive discussion of the place and relative 
position of Bhakti and Prapatti in the Ramanuja sVitem and 
their bearing on TSiatuinya in Moksa. and Prapaui as a 
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The critical exposition { upap^ana ) envisages a carres- 
ponding analysis, criticism and assessment of the rival positions, 
in tfee interest of the stabilisation of the SiddhSnta, 

With a quiet confidence, born of bis own intellectual and 
euiotional conviction of the truth of Tlieistic metaphysics of 
Madhva, he writes : 

3n«T«art?fsTir^ ii 

% B O C 

“Diving deep into the Milky ocean of Madhvd-Siddhanta and 
churning it well with my intellect as the Mandara mountain, 
r have extracted the nectar of Theistic Logic and metaphysics, 
for the delectation of the connoisseurs”. 


PARICCHEDA I 

As the work is cast in a dialectical mould cap i pie of the 
traditional style of Vjdagranthas, it starts with the framing 

Continued from page 3) 

“Laghijpaya'’ in Visistadvaita. Hence, the objection raised 
in some quatters against the wording “AnuktakathanSt” in the 
Nym. is not well-foandcd. Read also the ff. from V'ijaylndra 
Tlrtha's Nym-Amoda in answer ; 1 

srr-^yfftp^ g^?!TTq?!T arrtperr, 

rrtrrsTsiT'TJrfinTeJT qriTiff€?f i 

f-T^iTrJtrfTsi I 5rr<i^^5^?rr5>T3rf(TSc^r'T i 

gr^4rrT!irfr^?ffTOV, ‘srirra^sTTfer 

Tr-Tfijr it 

V % 

{ N>Tn-.^moda. p. 8. Maatralaya Mutt Edn. 1991) 
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of the issues between the two systems ( Vipratipattlpradariana ) 
and discusses them in all their bearings and ramifications, by 
way of clearing the ground for the presentatron of the Siddhfinta 
position in due course, 

A realistic inelapliysics has sooner or later t.o come to grips 
with its Monistic rival. Hence, Vyssatirtha, at the very outset* 
ial;es the bull by ihe horns aad enters into a thorough exami¬ 
nation of the thesis of Monism about the falsity of the Universe 
( Viham mithy^ ) in all Us aspects of definition, proofs, pTemises 
and conclusion before turning to the constructive exposition of 
the criterion of reality In the realistic system. 

He then turns to establish tlie primacy' of Pratyk^a (sense- 
perception in all its forms) the first gateway to knowledge, with 
wnich all thinking beings are endowed by a kindly Providence. 
The attempt to discredit Pratyaksa on various grounds of its 
being superficial, limited to the present and the possibility of 
future contradiclion, want of nexus between conciousness and 
objects of perceptloTi, their liability to disproof by inference and 
scripture, the superior validity of inference and Gratis to mere 
surface-perception -- the stock in trade of all Monistic systems, 
is met with stout resistance, after incisive analysis, criticism and 
Anal answers. There is much confusion of thought about the 
quality of Tratyaksa, whose primacy is the first ground of 
Realism. It is not the cheap, common sense view that is 
intended by the term Pratyak^a as a proof of the reality of 
world-experience. it is the “tested perception ( parik^ita^ 
pratyaksa ) after applying all possible tests and being assiued 
of the correctness of the experience. 

It is not at all contended by Madhva and his followers that 
5er*se-pcrception never goes wong- In fact, there is ample 
scope for erroneous perceptions of things and illusory 
perceptions of the snake iu the rope and the silver in shell 
variety, which are the stock-in-trade of Advaita. The existence 
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of illusory percepLions does not upset or anuul valid perceptions 
of the joys and sorro\vs and other poignant experiences in life. 
Tlie first perception of silver-m-shell (idem rajatam') is corrected 
by Ihe stultifying cognition Nedam rajatam and this subseqtient 
Pratyak^a is veridical and uncontradicled and therefore 
absolutely true and valid, Tf the Badhakajnjna (correcting 
cognition) should, in its turn, be open to contradiction, 
it cannot be temped a correcting cognition. 

That apart, following Madbva and Jayatirtha, Vyasaiiriha 
has thoroughly diicessed the question of the relative superiority 
{balabatavkitra) between Fariksita-Pratyakija (tested Pratyaksa) 
and Infererjce of falsity of experience and the verdict oV 
Pratyaksa (even of the Parfkyita lype) being overcidden by 
Advaita i^riui — which is the trump card of Monism. Against 
this, the Mtidliva philosophers tave formulated a sound criterion 
that Agama (Sruti) is %^alid in matters which fall exclusively 
within its jurisdiction - such as the transcendental nature of 
Brahman and its aUributes and the existence of super sensuous 
realities. It cannot invade or upset the jurisdiction of Pratyakra- 
involving the Intuitive experiences of souls of their poignant 
experiences of the sorrows and tlie intimate experience of the 
joys of life, their own(doership), bhoktrtya (enjoycr, 
ship) and dependence on a higher p<3wcr ; 

5!Tcm 

§ ?ri?crT??T^HcTT H#?; 

n (Avy 

2 The lena is not a qualifying adjective to 

' This line is to bo Cvarefuliy understood, as explujned 

by J, in his NS~ See my fhilosophy of Madhyerhary^s p. 153, 
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The enuncialioG of the e\i:gctic principie of Upajivya- 
pramfina-prsbalya (be it Pratyaksa, inference or Gratis 
according to exigencies) is a forward step taken by the Madhva 
school is finding other ways of reconciling the meaning and 
purport of the identity texts with that of the Bheda Sruiis which, 
as are equally nirdo^a and apauruseya. The attempt 

to belittle the Bheda :^rutis as repetitive of what is already 
established by Pratyak. 5 a is unsustainable, as the ^>rulis are the 
only valid source of knowledge about the existence of Souls 
and Brahman, As siwh, ilic Dvaiia and Advaita Gratis must be 
cqra:?My Idtfvavedaka and in cases of apparent cenfiict between 
them there is no jiistification to denigrate one set as being 
merely repetitive (aand a-tativavedaka (not truth- 
declaring). The AdvaiUvadins tlicaisclves are pressurised into 
seeking the help of Lriksa(tiJ^Pxlha (sccondaiy meanings) and 
Shuj^a-ly^^a lak^arju or Cmmatraikya ^ by way of non-relational 
judgmcals, in tackling the 'Upajivya-virodha’ in opting for a 
straight open identity between Jiva and Brahman as they are 
given in experience {vi<hlaikya Madhva has shown how 
without violativig the status of both the Advaita and Dvaita 
Gratis, die former can be very rciisonably and rationally 
reconciled and harmonised with the spirit of the Dvaita J^rut’S : 

c ^ ^ 

Realistic p'nilosophy believes in the ocmpctcucc of PramSnas 
( means of proof) to establish the truth or otherwise of things 
to be known or investigated. These proofs must therefore be 
credited with their own intrinsic reality and validity to establish 
or dis-establish any thing ft>r certain. The Y\dvaita cannot 
afford to concede this, as the acceptance of the reality of 
Pramanas (even of Sruti in respect of B.) w^ould be detrimental 
to the thesis of Monism that there is only one reality. This 
obliges the Advaita to deprecialc the meaning of such scriptural 



8 Advaitasiddhi Vs Nya>Sirirta : A Rc-Appraisai 


statements as Aup^xnisadah Purusah, Na avedavin mamie tarn 
brhcntam “Sfistrayonitvat’’ and other pronouncemcnis. The 
difficulty i$ sought to be overcome by dainimg Bratiman to be 
Svaprakfisa or self-illumined and self-established. The Madhva 
philosophers too readily agree that both the Jiva and B. svre 

avaprcka^Q in their essence. But while ihedennition of iJvaprakS^a 
in Advaita forbids B, from being capable of hnow'ing itself lo 

be self-shining by its self-conseiousress, and is equally averse 
to letting it to be known by any other sourcep it seems to be 
rushing to reduce its B. to a state of apraku^atva. The Advaita 
Braliman is in an unenviable position of not being able to know 
itself or that it exists, for fear of cfTcnding a grammatical 
rule of kartrkanranrodha. It is conveniently forgotten that the 
(grammatical) principle of the subject and the object having 
to be kept apart is only a vySvaLarika-nhama pertaining lo 
Grammar, while the Srutis them&clves expiessly assert in so 
many w'crds that B, alone existed in the beginning. knew 
itself as am Brahman*' {Brh. Up. 1.4.10).3 Here utso 
Sankara’s commentary raises the bogey of kartrkartnamodha. 
In contrast, Mfidbva thought, with its concept of Svarupovi^e^as 
is able to explain B/s (and Jiva’s) SvaprakSsalva in terms of 
the capacity to be aware and be conscious of one's own existence 
and attributes by the power of its Svarupaju£na» The Advaita 
B. being ''Nirviscsa** is incapable of knowing or being aware 
of its own existence or self-luinincsity, even conceding for 
argument that as there is no second real, B cannot know any 
thing else. But should this incapacity be extended to iuowu 
being and awareness of its own being ? An unknown and 
unknowing B. is irrelevant to philosophy like inc ‘^Sunya” of the 
Buddhist. 


* For M’s and S’s interprelatioix of this text. See my 
Brhaddranyaka Up. From M's Ftrspective DVSR Foundation^ 
Bangalore 4 (1988). 
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Another ground of MithyCuva of the objects of perception 
is the impossibility of establishing a real viable relation between 
consciousness and its so-callcd objects 
Hence the relation between them must be a fictitious 
and superimposed one. This has also been discussed by 
Vyisatlrtha. 

As the Advaiiavada sets a premivm on the Aikya bruits 
as overriding all Pratyak^a and Bi.eda Sriitis, VySsatirtha 
devotes considerable space to the discussion of several repre¬ 
sentative Advaita firutis such as Ekam e\>a advifiyam Brahma, 
Nehanandsii klncana^ Vacarambhanam \iki~rahy MdydtmVram idom 
DxaUam, Indro mdyabhih and above all Tutivamasi. 

He then passes on to discuss various problems connected 
with the concept of Avidya or Bluvarfipa Ajnana^ in Advaita, 
its definition and proofs and the question of its locus^ 
whether it is pure consciousness or the empirical ego and .the 
yisaya (object) of this ignorance, as well as the concept of 
Anirvacaniyata itself, He then turns to the Advaitic doctrines 
about the Self, especially the one which holds that the empirical 
ego in us is not the same as the Atman (self) revealed in 
dreamless sleep (^Msnpn) and that the acts of knowing, willing 
as well as and enjoying associated wdth the self are 

all due to superimposition {adhyasa) of the Vrttis (changing 
states) of the mind - stuff {antahkarana) on the pure self and 
the consequent mistaken identification of the self and the not- 
self (dehStma-aikyAdhyasa). 

The discussion of Adhyssa leads to a comprehensive 
examination of the theories of Brroneous Knowledge (bhraina) 
and its nature and constituent factors, in Advaita (Anirvacamya- 
khjyti). ITiis is followed by a cousLruclive exposition of the 
Siddhanta theory relating to erroneous knowledge, how it 
arises and the epistemological status of the object presented to 
cognition (Abhimvii-Anyathdkhyuti). 


2 
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As tlie Advaita regards the percept tn the illusory cognition 
to be endowed with a PrMihh^isika^atya and is therefore 
subsumed under ^Muhyri\ the opporliinjty afforded by this 
topic is utilized by Vyasatirtha to discuss the Advaila doctine 
of threefold classiScalion of reaUty (saita^traivUihya) into 
P irarntrLlrika, Vylvah-irika and Pratibhasika, before concluding 
t he Pariccheda. 


PARiCCHEDA II 

The first thirteen sections here are devoted to the sujbect 
maucr of Brahman a^i depicted in the Advaita system, it 
begins with a discussion of what is cailed vAlcha*7darthav5da’ or 
the theory of non-partilivc or noii-rdationaf, non-synthctic 
judgmcnls as the purport oi aU scriptural texts defining or 
describing B. (as Smyam jnunam ananiam) or the identity of 
Atman and B. As an illustration of this theory, the iuterpre- 

tatlon of the texts "''satyam jndmm .w.” and Tat tvoin an 

is taken up lor examination. The author then passes on to 
discuss other texts believed tu represent B. as Nirguoa (attri¬ 
buteless), NirakJra (formless) and suffused by Maya, He then 
deals with the theories of B.’s causality of the universe as 
both the upudafia, nimiiio andKi^-jn^. This is foliowcd by the 
discussion oi‘ B,’s svapraka^atva - (as understood by the Advaita) 
and its inexprcssibHity thro’ iiabda faxiicyaiya). 

The next twelve sections are devoted lo the tenets of the 
Siddh^niQ^ such as the establishment of the pivotal doctrine of 
Difference as *'Dharniisvar;;pa'* (involving the concept 

of Vi^e^as) and the doctrine of five-fold difference (Panca- 
bheda) in respect of Jiivas, Ja las and Brahman from one 
another and among Jivas and fa las (hcmselvcs mutually, 

h i$ this live-foid difference that is meant by the term 
'Prapafica’ which has been shown to be eternal, by a Tarka 
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argument in the Ma^dukya Upaviscid. Th.cn follows a very 
recondite discussion of the concept of Difference as criticised 
by leading Advaila Oialcciicians from Maydana upto Citsukha 
and others and the vindication of the reality of Difference and 
the rationalisation of its relation to the relata with the help of 
the concept of Visesas. The importance of the caregoryof 
Difference to Dvaita philosophy is reflected by the author's 
devoting tw'o consecutive sections to the refutation of certain 
general objections to the category and more specific objections, 
This is followed by a very important section allotted to the 
doctrine of Vi^e^a in Madhva’s ontology W'hich lies at the root 
of all concepts of identity - in - difference, Visc^a is the life- 
breath of Dvaita ontology, theory of judgments, and relation 
between substance and its permanent attributes. Ii is one of 
the most outstanding^ contributions of Madkva to Indians philoso^ 
pineal thought and holds the key to the solution of many insur- 
mountable difficulties facing the theory of creation, etc. 

The next scctiozt deals with the topic of identity of Jlva 
and Brahman. Vyasatiftha argues that the Aikya :Srutis are 
against the grain of their own upajtvya-Pramaita in the form 
of SSk^yanubhava* and Bheda .^rutis, backed by the six-fold 
marks of purport. After discussing the concept of non- 
difference from the point of view of amiatva and Fratibimhatva 
of IheJiva, the author concludes the Pariccheda establishing 
the atomicity of the Jivasvarfipa, according lo Madhva. 

PARICCHEDA 111 

The third Pariccheda deals w'ith the scope and interrelations 
betW'een the traditionally accepted means of realisation - Sidhanas 
like ^ravatja, Manana and Dhyana, Tt reviews the position 
of the Vivarana school regarding the primacy of Srava\ia of 
which the other tw'o are anciilanes. In Madhva's view 

^ For refutation of the Advaita view that Sak$i is not ihe 
immaculate self but only its reflection in Avidyavftti See the 
argument of Tg. in Chap. XV, f, 5. 
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Dhy5na holds the key position to which the other two are 
ancillary. The concluding section deals with the intercHting 
doctrine of -Sabda - aparoksa' in Advaila w'hich claims that it 
is within the competence of Sabdaprama a - such as Tat tvam 
Tad dkasya \ijajnau, Vedaniovijnanaiittmkcilarthril} pari^ 
mucyami^ etc. on the analogy of *Dusuma.'i tvam asi, 
(■‘You are the tenth person (supposed to be missing*’) lo 
produce Bhahm^parokja (direct realisation of B.). 

PARICCHEDA IV 


The last Parrccheda discusses the nature of final liquidation 
of AvidyS in the Advaita system and iis status, whether it is 
real or otherwise and its precise relationship to ihe Atman, 
wiie',her it is idejitlcal with Aunan or different from him or else 
indescribable {anirvocamya) and wlieiher such a cessation of 
Avidya (Which is cJeUverancc) is stultifiable in its turn or is an 
absolutely uncontradicted reality. It also points out the logical 
difficulties in the w^ay of the final Ved5ntic-V|-tti (psychosis) 
oprating as the liquidating instrument of Anadi - AvidyS. This 
is follow^ed by a discussion of how far the slate of Mok^a in 
Advaita is compatible with the actual experience and awareness 
(anuhJwa) o'i svarupa-sukha (bliss of selfhood) to deserve its 
being accepted as a worthy object of human endeavour 
(putasdrtha), Tne next section brings out the untcnability of 
the concept of Jivan-Mukii (release while yet in the physical 
body) as conceived in the Advaita system. The Dvaita view of 
Jivaa-mukti as a proximate state of coming Mokga, till the 
Jivatman receives the final saving grace oflhe Lord (mocaka- 
prasdda) is then explained. Wnileinthe state of jivanmukti 
these Aparokrajntoins serve as a beacon light »o society 
around. 


Tile iau section provides a colorful account of the state of 
Mok^a as conceived in the philosophy of Madhva- where the 
released souls retain ineir intrinsic personal identity as individ- 



Introductory 




ua!s aad respective place and position in the gradational 
scheme of Taratamya, All of them are still subject to the Lord's 
governmcTit and enjoy ihe full manifestation of their irrespective 
optimum of Svariipunanda (bliss of selfhood) withoiit let or hind¬ 
rance, by the grace of the Lord-each released soul enjoys his 
Svarupanaiida in his own way> commensurate with his fitness, 
bat without any trace of jealousy or discord and other bad 
passions (in spite of their Tarataraya) because they have once for 
all left behind ail such had passions, before attaining final 
release. They now enter into a complete stale of harmony and 
fellowship with tlie community of the blessed ones there and 
rest in eternal blissful comroimioii with the Lord-the remover 
of their erstwhile bondage and the bcsiow'er of their final libera¬ 
tion by His Grace.1 

^TfcTFli. . 

This type of Moksa, where the released Souls are many and 
retain their individuality under the sovereignty of the Lord, has 
no iuLercst or attraction for the Monisl to whom there are no 
more any Jivas in Moksa. But it has a meaning and great im¬ 
portance for Theist plnlosophers of the w^orld® tind Indian 
Thcistic philosophers like Rsmanuju and Madhva who accept 
the survival of the souls and their inoividuality in its pristine 
purity and iheir personal consciousness in Mok§a. 

Therefore, Vyasutfriha devotes a special section lo discuss 
the rational basis and the scriptural authorities in support of the 
thesis o? Svarupiwanda - Tararamva in Moksa, a point on which 
the Ramanuja school disagrees (in spite of its acceptance of the 
survival of a plurality of souls in Mok^a) as well as its covert 
acceptance of Taratamya as between Mukta-Jivas and Nitya- 
inukta jivas (accepted by the RSmanuja school, called ■'‘Nitya- 
suris”). 

5. See Alberr Schweitzer Indian Thought and Its Development 
P. 61. 
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In this connection, Vyasatirtha has given us an iliuminatliig 
discourse on the place of Bbakti and Praptti as sepv^rate means 
of Mok^a as advocated by the Ramanuja school. He discusses 
the mutual relationship of the Bhakti and Prapatti mar gas in 
Vr^i>t5dvaita and their bearing on the results acenjing from 
cither and to what extent their divergence makes room for a 
modicum of Toiatamyahi the consummation of blissful existence. 
This section shows his upward hwwled^e, of the Raliasya-gran- 
lhason Prapatti in the Vi^i^tadvaha tradition. 

With a burning /cal of mellowed devotion to the Lord of 
the realistic Universe of matter and souls and a firm faith and 
philosophical conviction in the superiority of Theism os the 
worfd's oniy sane philosophy of ///e, Vyasatinha dedicates his 
masterpiece as a humble '*Vag-yajna’" ( 3 . Jhdna-yajno) to the 
Supreme Master and Enjoycr of all Yajria (Gna IX. 24J 

m ’JSJI ^TfT<IT I 

o 



6. The proibund sublimity and'sincerity of such a dedication arc 
missing in the dedicatory verses at the end of the Advaim Siddhi- 



CHAPTER It 


Doctrine of Falsity 
(Mithyatva) of the World 

Advaitavida is pledged to the view that there is only one 
real Being in existence, in the whoic universe. It is bare con- 
scioiTSjiess without a specific coaicnt (nfrrrsVso - cinmdtrani), (L 
is called Atman or Brahman. All duality and plurality experi¬ 
enced in the world of name and form and spoken of in the 
Vedas and Upanbads are therefore a myth (miV/n'i?)- a super¬ 
imposition on pure consciousness, caused by begimiingless 
Ignorance - a\i(iyu). The life and career of souls in their 

iransmigratory career, their joys and sorrow's and their efforts to 
get free from ihcir cycle of births and deaths are equally so, in 
principle. The simple truth is : 

Brahma satyam jagan mithya 
Ji^o Brahmaiva na aparah^ 

As Such a position cannot be credibly maintained on ihe 
evidence of consolidated universal human experience based on 
sense - perception :ind the evidence of die Apperceiving self 
knowm as Saksi, wiih \\'hich every being Is endowed^ it 
has to be presumed that the unreality of experience of die world 
is made Vnowm by Inference and rhe testimony of ihc ^rutis. 
The preamble lo 'Sankara’s BSB knowm as “Adhyasa- Bha^ya” 
contains the rudiments of this philcsophicul theory which were 
subsequently developed, defined and elaborated by his commen¬ 
tators and leading Dialecticians of the school, giving them the 
necessary w'eaith of details, definiteness of shape and meaning 
and arming them with the requisite Leclmicai parapbemalia and 
logical subtlety. The Vagueness surrounding the concept of 
Mithyalva as adumbrated by Sankara thus came to be remedied 
within a couple of centuries after him. That is why we find 


’ (Av. It. 1. adhi 3) 
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Theistic philosophers like Ramanuja and Madhva who camo 
after ^aftkara's ccmmentators concentrating more on the 
clarifications of these commentators and Dialecticians in 
their assessment of the Advaita position. They bad no other 
alternative as gaakara himself had left many points vague and 

aiiibigtjoxis.2 

As a result of the vigorous and fertile cogitations of these 
celebrated Advaita Dialecticians, as many as five ditferent ways 
of defining ‘Milhy&tva’ had come to be formulated and patented^ 
associated With the names of writers like Padmap5da, PrakSi- 
atuian* Anandabodha and Citsukha. These w^ere taken note of 
hy Madliva and Jayattrtha in their critiques of Advaita doctrine 
in the Khaniamtraya, the Anmyakhycim (ofMadhva) and the 
Nyiiyasudkd (C. on AV) and in his short polemical work 
V-^d'ivdli by Jayatulha. 

However, it was Vyasatirtha who came out wjlh the most 
nptodaie^ exhaustive, self-complete and meticulous review, 
criticism and appraisal of ail that had been said and written, for 
and against the two philosophical view^-points of Advaita and 
Dvaita upto his limes in a monumental meiaphysscai tieaihe, 
written in the strictly objective norm of philosophical dignity 
and decorum of assessment, doing full justice to both sides of 
the controversy. A work of such magnitude and precision could 
not be ignored or remain unrecogni^^ed or not respected by the 
scholarly world for long. 

While Theism can stand the test and survive by its own 
inner dynamics, a M<mism has to dislodge all duality, root and 
branch, to make room for itself. 

^ >% 

(Advaitosiddhit p,l, Sri Vidya Press Edn, Kuxnbakonam). 

2 Dr. K. Narain *A Crititjue of Madhxa Refutation of 
^Sankara School of Vedanta* Introd. p. 7. 



The I irst Detinitioii 


i7 


The Ad-idia^iiddhi h^;s iilsi-' argiLCu ih:a it is superfluous lo 
invest the -'many'' with a distinct L^v.v^^ in each ease, as the cssa 
of the many can be expUiJaed as llic iraiisfusiou oT tlie I'vvc of 
t ;lc ore rcaliiy (Brabmiin} - pariiculariced and fragmcnled by 
illusion. That wc-uid also make iniclligtblc the unifennisv of 
rci'ercjicc to the difTcrcnl ('ssea^ by the same term, without 
positing many discrete and disLinci: cnxilics, cLich wi:h an 
of Its own. *, 


Miidhva hiiiisctr Juts anLicipa'cc this kind of argi nicni in 
saying that the law of parsimony cannot ride roitg.ishod over 
the vighis of individuals and abolish iheir esse : Ktdifanre^,ciueo'^ed 
evtf f'uderih'f na syiirx:va /;/. The Ti^rae'i.n/i answers- Xhc Advatia- 
siddlil thai by the siwr.c tchen. ii may be contended dial just as 
there IS percepLion and praciical reaction to '^silver ia shelT’ hi 
our illusions, wiilioul ihe facUia! reality of that silver 
in ipacc and time, even without the acuta! existence of 
the one real, it should he possible (o perceive and react lo 
il3 perception. So much so iherc will be tent per cent 
economy, ;• one dispenses wilh the c^se of Brahman itself as ihc 
one real and acco^mns for the reference to the "'exisicncc*' of B. 
on the same analogy of the ‘\silver” in the shell, if the reality 
oi B, s is true because it is established by Pram^na, The 
same applies lo the world of plurauiy. Jt w^ould be far-fetched 
lo argue that the inference o1 ihcre l)eing no separate being or 
esse for the world, backed by the logic of gravity of assumpiion 

1 JrifT|Tr^ 

rnsrpT 

(Op. cii. P. 5) 

Jn M's philosophy, tbc iinil'ormiiy of icfcrcriio to diifcrciit f.v.v« 
is explained on tbc basis of resemblance fsJcl-sy{i}. Sec my 
Phiio<;f}phy of Matliivararya, 2nri I£dn. 1986. p, 107- 108 

* 7“?r ti?JTTfl ^?rV TireiSffrr^5J4’^-5l7lt'5^^=rrff F?;TTrt 

«?5r?rr:!Ti?5T<iwV ^ *T3sr rtt i 

5rfi7flr5r(fT nglfqfg ?, HSIrq-fT 


3 
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involved in accepting many cii^iinci i^'ises will itself culminate in 
the abolition o^' the worlc i^ separate reality apart from Brah¬ 
man’s. For no i'a/ticuo aJ iih.s:ifrJi.t,}i {lavka) can Vipset the esse 
of things established by Prama-.as. Otherwise, the inference 
that dieivisno reality at all, as suc'n being the very simplest, 
will compel accjpuutcc and the whole world will be steeped in 
utter darkness- Thus ‘'Kalpanaloghava” (economy of 
assumption! is a ax whicii two can play. 

All VedantiiiS arc commiilcd to the intrinsic self-validity 
of krjowTedge. And the essence of Pramaijya of knowledge 
consists in the non-con;radictabtliLy of its objeclive content. 
Here the Realise is cm firm ground, as the reality of the world 
and of the selves i> bonveoainy valid perception and Siik-i- 
anubhava, Infcrcacc, on ihe oxher hand, has to depend on 
sound Pratyakta for jes ascLTfainmoni of KpT/></ and odicr 
prccondi-ions of \is acceptability. It cannot dc:y the authemi- 
city of its O'VU data, standing - ground {upctjl\-yapran',ana ) 
and weave fanciful theories in ihin air. Wiiat is left to be 
decided is w'hat the sn tis have to say. That has to be settled 
on the basis of accepted canxv.is o^’ scriptural inlerpretiition 
laid do\vn in the Piirva Mimamsa 5{isrra and tlic guide-lines 
of Logic - and not on subjective standards of one’s own 
p^edi■!ccli^a■as and prefcfoices. There is irrefragable truth in 
Madhva's o -scivation : T JT; 

TTc-mc^ Truth needs n:> proof : only falsny decs. 

ft is noi without significiincc therefore ihat Advaita strains 
every nerve to denigrate Perception and seeks to damn it with 
sweet praise as •’Vyavahirlka pnima.;u’ and build its castle of 
Monism on the airy foundations of xhe Mithyatvanumuna. 
We have five different definitions of Mitiiyitva in the writings 
of the Advaitins. 


Vyrisaiirtha takes them up one by one and subjects 
them to a close and rigorous analysis and criticises them 
alL in ail cheir ramifications. 




CHAPTER !!. 


The First Definition 

The firstdeiiniuon of Miihyatvii is :sCidusc:iivci*a}Ui<ihikc>rar:a- 
vant. This may be construed in thvee diiTcrcnt vv-ays, 
(i) as a kannadhauiya compound, that the S^aJse" is thal 
Avhose being is composite with absence of non-being 
or (ii^ has the properties of total absence of 

being and non-being; or (iii) absolute negation of non-being 
qualified hy the absolute absence oj non^heln^ . The first is accept¬ 
able to ihe Real 1st. ro whom the vvorki is real and is solely of 
the nature of 'being,' without being composite with non-being. 
The second is self-contradictory, as being and non-being are 
contradictories and this applies to their respective absences 
as well, W'hich cannot co-exist in ihe same substratam. The 
third is equally vitiated by self-contradiction, as out of the 
two scif-contradictory properties (as above) one of them 
cannot be made to qualify the other. Further, the fact that 
the attvibutelcss Brahman w'hicli, by hypothesis, cannot be 
invested with any propeny such as even of absolute absence 
of being, while at the same tijnc, it is also nevertheless 
conceived as of the essence of beings (stufrlpam or satsrarilpatf}) 
makes the inference futile, as the world Loo can similarly be 
recognised as Sat in essence (sa(ir<Zpa) without possessing the 
property of but having the oiher property of absence 

of non-being fasaUva-araoniab/ma). The illusory silver {in 
Advaitaj while being the substratum of the absolute absence of 
♦being', i$ not at the same time the locus of the absolute absence 
of uou-being [osattvarn)^ in so far as it is conceived in the 
Advaiia as which, by definition, is asad-vilaLyiva 

other than pure non-being. 

Here, the author of the Ailmiiasic/dhi makes a bid to 
evade the seJf-ccniradictirn in the last two alternative 
definitions {of SGd-asaitvunadhfkcroratvom) on the ground that 
Advaita does ?ior admit any mutual exclusiveness between being 



20 


AUvailt'S'ddiii Vs Nyt;y:iiiii ta: A Ke.Api^riUs□l 


LiiiJ'icii-JiiniZ - rii lI'ic Dvaitin's scusii, o^asat, ia descrihinc the 
wo l id US miz-iv:}.. To ho -'miUiyii" i> jofl djc same us being a total 
itoa-oxistoncc, Tho is tiiui whicii is nticriy incapable and 

Lii-fli ro ho prcsciiicd lo cogni-ioa. us ni any given 

snbstrcitum, aL anv time or apytipAcl/utu 

praiHianarhuiViu^:, The Mjthyo, cn ihc other liund, wbik 
bz]l\^ abS'-iK-ely oiher than bat, is still prescmable to cogniiion 
ifscxfMinvla some locus. The !a\v o;* the Excluded Vtidcle 
does not apply u) what ;s Mirhy^. Mcncc ii can accommodate 
simaliancous ocgaMrm o:' ooTh Sattvam and asattvnm in iis 
bos:"m. 

Vy^satiriha has uniicipufcd th:s backdoor escape o( ilic 
Advaita, from se-if-contradicticii in the definitica. He .shcAvs 
iiie baselessness 0 :“ the assumption behind the improvised 
dehniiioa oi attempted by the Advaita to save iis face. 

Il will be ioen that t:ic source o? rus dcfiJiiuon o' As:Uiva 
is to be 10 cud in the second part of ^dnkarie li'fliilpiVti- 
Ca na i'ru£:c>v/u''\ It is obvious that praiiycUi la the 
predication refers to presentation ruv .sat (existing), ff aon-btdng 
t'i:/Sii!) ihen is already prejudged and prceonccivccl as incapable of 
presentation existing f>^,/r:YVKVy, ihc hypothetical proposition 
who^c eorsccuen: is the same as its antcccden: wouid be 
[aaiologots 'wvhoi ca.nnot prcsciu iusulf as existing will 
not present iiSv'-i-'as existing''. To avoid ihis Uimology, ^Asai' 
has ui^C'cWUJ'//v io he dejiaai > n\\w as die coanterposUive oT 
absolute negation with reference to ail perieds of time: 
t ro / A' 7 / i.edftapf’ai I yog if vOu : un<i ;? fji /;/ag . 

csrJTTfcr 3r??TT, srfiT 

3T5ir?4?f 3r?Tc9fI? ^q?r«J7f3fT?T , Nym) > 

’See the lucid commentary of Bidarahaiii Sr.'nivtstcarya 
on ttiis - ??-!T¥sr grt^T JT srfTfq^ I 

=T Hit?? 7 ^?TtTT?rrTr?^t!r>; 
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The whc^iic: :.‘.:i:h Asat can he prescritc^! a.'^ s<a 

: existing) has to be decided on the evidence of owr corrccLing 
cognition {fy^tfh[Akaj7i:ifia) following an illiisojy cognition of 
silver in shell Error consisis I?! ilic unis; npprchensj<in of 
whai is .w/i-ir.vj‘.vrt7Jf evv ewi^^fenf :.»nd vicc-versa in ;i given setring. 
The Realist ihercforc mcrclv wanrx lo aifinn ilnii: iheiv is no 
svich error la our nornsal perceptions and experience of liie 
work!, i'hc aisdaction sought lo be made between Asat and 
Mhhya by xhc AdvniUt is thus unscsiainable. It is Oiily a '’a.cc^ 
saving device. 

The negation ofihe EiKc wiili i\:lercnce ;o ai: die 

iiirce periods of dme, as corucmplaied byinc Advaiia, if it is 
to be Ci ivtd lac/ would speii daagcj’ 'o die principle of Monism 
by opening the door to a duaH:y-.viz. ihc reality of the 
negaiion iiself ixsitks lUohnian. E* \h\< iiegaiioTi is to be 
jcgarded as prjijhlr’^sU:^ (:ipparcnL) M^ch on apparent negation 
will no! aiVccL the reality of ihe world, if it Is regarded as 
yynYaJiJrfkc:, snch ‘vyivahiuikatva, by hypoihesiSj being subiaia- 
able, will am affect the lealiiy and ireihrelncss of ;he negation. 
Moreover, if tbe iiegaiion with reference [o all periods of lime 
were only 'and r.oi p^rcamirflftka} the 'Ncha 

nan^sti' Sruti held \o be ncgaiiug iho vorfa’s jcnlity would 
amount to a negation of the world s VyavaKurika-reuiuy and 
no! plra-^iiitshiha rna/ffy. jici curlier iviastcrs of ihe Ativuita 
school cLclarc : 


iJITW JqftT: i 


ff the world, which is] Uic coujitcrpi3sir,ivc of ihe negation, 
is itself Vyaharika it makes no sense to resort to a Vyavabajika 
ncgaticii of il\ instead of making ;hc Pilrafiijr/fjfka. 
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The negator aad the aegaied coanot be of the same order of 
rcaiii-y. The oidy instance of such a negation, cited by the 
Advaitin is drawn from ti^e itoniaia of dream which belongs 
1.0 the Pratibhasika. That ctiiUiot be cxior.ded to the VySvahafika 
worki. If the Vy^ vahii ikji werki is at all Io be negated, the 
negation rnusv perforce be of a higher order. That is where 
the shoe pinches the Advaita. 



CHAPTER IV 


Second Definition of Mithyatva 

A.dvaitii will have to ebri^V the bccoad ticfmiuon o-i‘ 
MithyJtvaas Frtfup^:ffViop 2 ilh{.ifi frctfkaiik-anna/fraprulranvoy/jyaifr, 
the 'ni^ciifuF (negation) conteinphitecl includc.s tiic very 
suchness oT rhe subject - the counicrpositivc. iv.v U 

- "‘T \vii;hont rescinding the .sitcniicss 
in which it h:\vl been appearing, in lerinN being 

ojher than the an'ally noivcxisten*. Uisadyihik^a<^osvarn 
painavd^iKi) . 

The first altcriUUivo would be untenable because ihc 
world 01 iminc and form, space nncj time, whose creation, 
dissolution etc., have been dealt with in the Srmis and Smrtis 
and whiclt is furihcr competent lo fulfil our practical needs and 
is further admitted by tiic Advaita itself as a producx of Avidya 
(vvhich IS lus mavcTiai cause) and is o]>en to hr^uidation, bv 
knowledge, fii) ibo shcll-sitvcr which has been cited as an 
example of wlint is false {miihyrMuto) camiot oc negated 
}n ef.vc/JCe. for ail time incAudtu:^ th<> tiine umf places of Us 
and in the case of the world, in its Vy rivahari ka suite also, 

la his reply io ihis point, MadnusUdatui Saiasvati s;iy$ 
that being opm lo origination ere is necessarily the deicrminant 
of ncn’iicgatability because the Dvaita philosophers ihcmselves 
violate the invariiibic concomicaucc between origination and 
destruction and ilic cssemial noti-originatcd character of entities 
when they themselves do not admit the origination of Akasu.'^ 

^ In terms of 

-Vide Dr. Narain's Cntutuc of XJmfhvo Refuttition uf 

Sunkara School of Vedaitra, p. 37. 

And also jrsiTif^cr nn^T 1 '^frr 

51’^TfT .('^V. if. 3.1) 
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Tiiis criticism is bcsidc the poliii m issue wliciher origdu^- 
iiO'i, diisifuciion t:ic, can be mearungruiiy prcdic^cecf oi‘ 
tilings which arc c'.c arid negaiable in 

{5rarnpj-}U!iy<' ir^iikoUk^ni^ctlh^!). In Dvjviia philosophy, ihei:e arc 
iwo kinds (1) cIcTncntiil Akilka :md (2) Avy;i- 

krl^ksu (space;.The Jbrincr is non-cicrnal (i'tniiya) and !ia>. 
origiiJiLiiou (Ta/i.- L p- i- 1) and cicsirrciion ) in 

PrnUiyiu Bu; desirixtion is noi ihc same as iraik aI ikafiiyi^uka us 
conceived hy ihc Advaiiu. Avyiikriekuba which is 
and uh-pervasivej is nevertheless subject to genesis {ttiptiui) 
[]: the sense ‘vParaO^i ina-Vihcjapn'h as in the case of <;thcr 
M/ya puLi:lyiIi:iS such as Jivasvuruipa, Knla. PrakfLi, cLc. [For 
dcHuils see my/'/r'/asc;/;Ar of kfadlivucIiLrya {2iK). cdn. 1986. 
Chap. XT)]. Hcncc. ihe rcicindcr of Mudhusiidana Sarasvaii : 


is obviously /o his no: hL*ivg o\yarc' oj the Di'niUi posiiion 
ia regard to the admission cf creation of Nityapadarlhas also, 
hr a sptXiot sense, m deference to the Sruiis (So) idenn scj’vafn 
asyjaia Up, 3.6) and Niiyo nityamVn. 

Any aticrnpc lo make out the said ncgaiion to be absolute 
rcsciTiding ihe very essence of i)ie thing such as tl may bo 
(w^ruficna) will be in conflict with the position of earlier 
teachers of Advaha, that in illusory experiences such as of 
silver in shell, i- is the Silver other than the apparent one 
(anPihhrfSu) - Ic. to say, ihc silver in ihe shop that is negated in 
essence, or that it is the apparent silver {ubh~tsa)y that is negated in 
its puranhinhiko-'^^pcct, which iSihc counter-positive of rhe negat¬ 
ion for all time. Moreover, S iir.ipsnanistdha for all time, inclucimg 
tlie time of its pres&iuacion would reduce Llic thing neg^iteo to tut 
utterly and out and out non-existcncc, - a position which 
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would ill accord with the much-advertised ‘Vyavahsrika* 
reality, so generously to be conferred on the woild, 

by the Advaita. 

Nevertheless, Madliusudana Sarasvati maintains that both 
the cosmos in cosmic illusion {jagad- brahma) and the 
shell-silver in $ur:tirajaiabhrama (illusory appearance of silver) 
arc negated inclusively of the suchness of their Vyavavaharikatva 
or PritiiOhasikatva, as the case may be. 

Swripenaiva iraikaljki2fU$edhapra(iyogiiva.sya Praponce, 
!iulciiri:fpyc ca anp;lkarjt (p. S - Srividya Press Edn.) That 
makes a mockery of the so-called VySvaharikasattl .raid to be 
granted, by the Advaita to the empirical world — which some 
critics deplore has not been properly understood or appreciated 
by the Realist philosophers. Vyasalfrtha hits the nail on the 
head when he says : 


The explanation that as the svariipa (suchness) of the world 
is equally Mitkyi it can coexist with its own absolute negation 
makes matters wow. For, a negation and its counterpositive can 
not co-exist - except in a terminological fiction So it will have to 
be admitted that the suchness of the counterpositive ceases to 
be and is reduced to utter non-existence {asattva). That will 
cut at the root of the adjunct of asad-vUakfspcilm (otherness 
from the asal) in the definition of MithyStva. ^ 

Moreover, in order to distinguish miihyatva from asottsa 
(non-being) Advaitavada tries to define utter non-being [iuccha) 

* *5r5t»n;^^ qr, ttst-Ft^nr qr arqTEJTr^ «%, tRr 

qsnrtrtT jrfff'T'ql'Ttal qiPTfsrirfsiqB?f3qlf»i (fq^qi) 

4 
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Aucb as the hare’s horn as what is inconceivable (pratifyavisaya) 
or "what is outside the pale of denotation {pada^aktyavi^ya) 
while what is mitkyJ is conceivable and denotable. 


Vyasatirtha rejoins that even the ficticious hare’s horn is 
mentally conceivable and is denoted by the term ^nirupakhya'-Vfhat 
is inconceivable or not dcnotable. Moreover, if what is termed 
should be inconceivable» how can the Advaitin afford 
to know and recognise ihe inithyil as hzin^ other than asat 
{the non-exisieat) or cSeny Us prosentability or designate it by 
the term "Asat’ ? 


Nor can the asat be defined as what is not presentable to 
direct cagniiwfu For certain eternally supersensible entities 
like dharmOy adharma and so on are not also open to our direct 

perception. Wc have u S^ruti text which reports that there 

were some thinkers who in all seriousness maintained that 
* "Asat alone existed in the beginning, whence Sat was bom** 
{Chan, Up. vi. 2.1.) This shows these persons could conceive 
of the Asat as existing and operating as the source of being 
tho’ it is an untenable proposition. The point is that Asat is 
not beyond the pale of being conceived as existing tho’ 

mistakenly so. The form of the predication in the ^ruti 
^Asad XsU* implies its possibility tho’ not its actuality. 

Adveiiaxiddhi tries to explain it away by saying that this 
statement of the Sruti is not to bo taken as an affirmative 
proposition but as a negative one denying and negating the 
truth of the proposition Sad eve idam ugra aslty by shifting 
the negative prefix a {nail) in ^A-sad^ from its given place and 
connecting it after the tU.-* The Tarangini rightly points out 
that nullification of the thought-content of the ^taii-Sad era 


♦ srRTTrq-lr, n 

(Advaitasiddhi) 
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agra reduces il to a non-beinp,^ there is no escaping 
the possibility of asc/t being presentable as sar rhough^ oj 
course, wrongly. 

Nor can Asat be defined as ‘-other than the anirvasoniyu. 
The latter itself cannot be conceived without a prior knowledge 
of the former. 


a?iTT??rcSRTtr?T?er ^ ? 

(M. .-iv.) 

The only way to avoid till such difiiculties is to admit frankly 
that asaiiva {mm4:eing) js the logical counter positive of a 
negation with reference to all periods of time, cvery^wherc. 

There is no substance in the contention that the absolutely 
non-cxisrent cannot he conceived, even as being the counter- 
positive of an absolute negation, while mithyaira can he regarded 
as the counterpositivc of such a negation, in so far as the 
world itself is Mitkya^ Since utter non-being (asat) such as 
the hare's horn cannot be treated as the counterposilive of any 
negation, being itself non-existent, the Advaita is justified in 
distinguishing Mithyatva from asativa. 

Vyasatirtha pricks this bubble with a devastating rejoinder 
that in the light of the Advaila view that even the tnithyK^kata 

sXneSruti Sad eva idam agra J.vi/ means Brahman is Sal 
/brail time. The negation of its would thus be an utter 

non-existcncc. But Brahman’s non-existence at any time or 
place is inadmissible. How then can such an interpretation 
be sustained ? 

^1 sTfffiftr (Tg, 23) 
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is also negated in its suchness (sv<!rnpcp<j)5 , it cannot bo 
seriously maintained that the negation of the niithyiibhSta has 
a counterpositive while that of the tuccha (hare's horn) is devoid 
of a counterposilivc. Nor would it be possibe to make out 
a distinction between the two on the ground that what is miihys 
is only other than jar always and everywhere, while the rwccfei 
in on-being) is negated as such. 


!ya ca milhyibhRlasyipi svaTti.peii'Mua ni^dha id pak^, tada- 
bhavah saprastyogikah, tuedUibhavasiu rhpratiyogika iti vaktum 
yiiktam. 


There is no substance in arguing against this that the 
Asai' being itself non-existent, cannot be the counterpositive 
of a negation. For, the probans in this reasoning that 'asm' 
cannot be the counterpositlvc of a total negation, because it is 
of the nature of < 7 f<« would be a contradictory reason (yiruddhd) 
as it is in the very nature of asattvam to be the counter-positive 
of a total negation : 

if “Asat” ca« have the distinguishing properties of 
(i) being Asal (ii) being other than S'ar, (iii) not being 
the counterpositive of any absolute negation (as contended by 
the Advaitin), (iv) being the object of a mediate cognition 
of it and verbal references to the effect and (v) being the 
counterposLtive of otherness from Asat (asadvailaksaijyaprati- 
yogitva), where is the logical impropriety in its being accepted 
as the counterpdsitive of negation with reference to all the 
three periods of time? It is well established that it is the 
(as yet) non-existent pot or such other object that has to be 
recognised as the counterpositive during the period of the 
antecedent non-existence {prdgabkavcdasS) of the object in 
question. As this is an accepted fact and as the property of 

® Accepted by the author of the Advaiia Siddhi os already 

pointed out. 



The Second Definition of Mithyatva 


29 


counter-positivity does not necessarily presuppose the actual 
existcncG of the object of which it is predicated at the lime, 
unlike in the case of properties like color or smell. It is 
beside the point to argue that in the case of prior non-existence, 
the counterposilivc is present subsequently. For subsequent 
presence does not help the present predicament.*^ 

It is thus inevitable that if, in the Advaiia view. rAe 
viewed as mithy l is held to be negated in its suchness of essence 
(svarUpena) with reference to all periods of time (including 
the period of its appearance) it cannot but be absolutely non¬ 
existent in essence - despite all the fencing and verbal juggle¬ 
ries to hide the naked truth and sustain the prcsenlaticn, by 
seeming to confer an empirical reality on it for the consumption 
of the gullible. 

This incisive criticism of the Advajfa position regarding 
Mithyatva as set fortli above unmasks the real position of that 
school with regard to the world. In purls noturalibus, Wc have 
seen how the author of the Advaitasiddhi has literally asserted 
that he endorses the Svariipaet}aisanisedha of the world- That 
puts the lid on it. (See the passage quoted from A - Siddhi 
earlier, on ihjs point.) (Sec p. 28 ante) 

However, there are some well-meaning ^Unoderii'^ Advaitms 
influenced by the writings of Vivekananda and others - whose 
number seems to be growing - who want to revert to the earlier 
view that the negation of the world contemplated by Mithyatva 

7 . Read : stfo, ^ i 

arsrmif»w?5 ? OpfiTi ? 

?iff srfirJrtfnejj I fc3, sTa^f'atrrsr I 

?rr3‘a'TS'ar??r 

(j. ry. t) 


(J. Tfify, t) 
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h not a ay v^trrtpLinis^Jhi! but a negation of the empirical from the 
ParaJirrihfka point of view—so that they could have it both 
ways of eating the cake and yet having ir. 

Jt is often thought by Apologists of Advaila that the 
Madhva philosophers have suppressed this fact. Dr. K. Narain,. 
in his concluding remaiks in liis Critique of Afldhvo Reluiinio/i 
o/Sartkaro School of Vedanta (Allahabad, 1964) deplores that 

several places, the Madhva refutation is grounded in the 
confusion between the Psramarthika and the Vyavaharika points 
of view and gives an unfaithful Gccoimt of the ^citkarile 
position. Tn not appreciating this difference and in equating 
the Paramarthika with the VyavahSrika* the Madhva phiiosc- 
phers have often fallen a prey lo a gross misunderstanding 
about the ‘‘Vedanta position'' (p. 338). - itcdics mine. 

This is a very cheap criticism. As I have stated cn p. 470 
of my Philosophy of Sri Madfmcarya (2nd Edn. 1986), “the 
distinction of the two standpoints may be an important 
fundamental of Advaita philosophy; but it is not good logic 
to take it for granted and build a superstructure upon its 
foundation". The ‘‘tri-furcation" of reality into Paramsithika, 
Vyavaharika and Pralibhasika, of which tlic last two arc 
classed as ' Miihya'' is iUclf dependent on the establishment 
of t:;c concept of Mithyntva. The concept itself and its five 
deMnitions projected by the Advaita school is yet suh judice. 
The Advaiiin is yet to come of the woods or the labyrinth he 
hsLs built for himself and got into. 

Vyasatirtha makes it clear that he is not oblivious of the 
familiar contention of some Monists that the negation of the 
reality of the world predicated by them is from the ‘Paramar- 
thika standpoint’.— 

N upi Pdramatihikuivakarena traikdlikanisedhapratiyogUvom 
hi antyah (Nym. 1.1, p. 37), He lays his finger on the 
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vulnerable point of tins argument - the Achilles' heel, tiiat it 
involves the patent fallacy of mutual dependence {anyonyairnya). 
For, ParainanhikaLVii, as defined, consists in uiieontradiclcdncss 
(abridhyafvcwi)^ Only Vk-l’icn one has the correct knowledge of 
Paraananlukatva as noi being liable to contradiction can one 
understand the naiujc of ‘'Mithyt;tvam’' as '’badhyatvam’' 
or what iS open to contradiction. Unless one has a prior 
knowledge of Mithyiitva as consisting in being subject to 
contrjidution or liquidation, one cannot nndersiand il-at 
PH-ramarthikikulva consists in ttoi being open to contradiction. 
The question of the Paramurthikvatva of the PJra^^idrihiyKfiiv ’i^ 
fcareva /dseditai; is also bound to arise, leading to a regression.'- 
U is ill order to avoid catching this Tartar that Madhus'dana 
opts for SvarCipc::a ai^wcoha of wlint is Mjthya. He clinches 
the issue by turning !;is hack cn ihe explanation of “Panun^r- 
thikatvakarc^a ni^edhab'' (negation of ihe Vyavaharika from 
the noumenal {pan/nh'irthfka) point of 'view held by some of 
ids own carlter schoolmen, by reiterating his earlier stand 
boldly, that the negation of the Vyavaliarika Prapanca (worldj 
is. indeed, only in terms of a Svarupeqa nircdlia (negation in 
essence Jusl sec ; — 

sttT'T 5ie?tc5t- 

3TfBr>?qT«jijTcT \ 

^Tf'T T 3Tfr: 

ffTqgsqqfqr fF^T %cr~ 

SiJilhi p, 5) 

a?TT7TT!r«r?>?qfinf7 3r'TTT«.TT^r?!l7T^rr3TTrTr 

r^ym. p. 37) 
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The external world and its cxperieiiee cannot be proved 
to be '•‘merely Vyavaliarika and therefore wirhoct a 

forc-knowIcdgc of the noiimenal (its counter position) and 
the latter canncL bo known as abCidhya or lincontradicUiblc 
without a knowledge of the contradict able, iNcither istht> 
capable of being known and established indcpendinlly of the 
other. The only way out of this siakmiite is to acept frar.kljr 
that ihc nlr^cdhc: is a negation of the suchness of the negated : 

The acceptance of Syi^r^ipardiaHia 
as such would reduce the world to a mullity, Thai would 
cc vhc Nemesis of Mithrutvcf, 

If thinking men and women of the present scientilie ago 
would have none of such a Nemesis, the Hobson'si 
slioicc left to Them, says Vyasatirtha, is to accept giaccfuliy 
that Brahman is eternal in the sense of existing at all times, 
without change, modification^ development or disintegiaiion. 
while the world of sense-cxpcricnce has an indubitable existence 
within its own time-limit, subject to change and modifKation 
and is therefore anilya (nut eternal or unchanging)- The coiurast 
and contrariety between Brahman and the world is only in 
respect of their jMtyatva and A/iilyalra amJ not on the basis 
oflhe .?£rrytf^v3 (reality) of the one and the mhhydtm of the other: 

Evum ca Brakma Kdlatraye'' pi Sat, Viyadadi^ rPpydd! ca 
kadjeid eva, ili niiyalvdnityatvdbhydm vrj Sa tu 

Mi}yui \'a-mi t hydt vdbhydm . 

(Kym. p. 39) 

Thi^ should satisfy all levd-headed persons - be they 
laymen or 'yhilosophcrs*\ ‘Bhaktas’ or ‘Vcdaniins' — as 
5omo choose to call them ! 


-.o— 
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Third Definition of Falsity 

The third definition of Mithyaiva is that which is open 
10 he set aside only by knowledge ax such (Jndnatvena Jrtana- 
nivartyanam). This is applied to the phenomenal world, 
which the Advaita considers to be a product of beginningless 
nescience. 


The Xyn finds this deiuiitioa to be open to the flaws 
of over-pervasion, underpervasion and so on, of the probans, 
in the inference of Mithyatva. The destr jction of a jar in the 
past by natural causes is not due to knowledge (jnoJiamvariya). 
The misapprehension of the white conch-shcli as yellow thro' 
jaundiced eye is noi removed by knowledge, as such, but by 
knowledge free from visual disease. Our experience does not 
bear out that the illusory silver is actually desiroyed by the 
knowledge of the shell, its substratum. It attests that there 
was a real ignorance of the shell, that we were under an error, 
which shows rhat both the ignorance and the illusion were as 
real, as the s ibstratum (the shell) itself. Hence, the definition 
of JnanaUena ymnanivariyatvam is overpervasive as it includes 
cases of destruction of real entities like ignorance of the 
presence of the shell and its misapprehension. 


The reality of the svarupa ot" illusory cognition as such, 
notwilhstaading the sublatability of the object (visaya) is not 
inadmissible. For, it is conceded in the Advaita sciiool rhat 
tho’ pain and the sufferings of life are unreal, they are cognised 
by the Saksi, which is real, as it shares in the nature of Brahman 
the transcendenial reality and consciousness. 
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Even if the definition is medificd so as to include under 
the general term ‘knowledge’ all forms or types pervaded by 
knowledge as such and falling within the category of 'knowledge’ 
{Jndnatva^yydpyadkarma\ tliere would still be overpervasion ol 
the probans in the case of earlier impressions 
stored up in the mind (obliterated from memory and 
now recalled). Further, it is admitted in the Advaita 
school that in the state of Jivanmukti even after Ajnina, the 
root cause of Samsara, is liquidated by knowledge of the 
truth {tattvajnana) the residual impressions of Avidya continue 
to exist, for the time beings liU the body fails off finally* 
These impressions (samskdras) are sajd to be destroyed by the 
samskaras of the true knowledge and not by the true knowledge 
itself t . This gives rise to avydpii funderpervasion) of the 
probans, Tt cannot also be argued that these samskdras gtX 
destroyed by the destruction of the material cause of Ajnana 
itself, in as much as the superimposiiion of Ajnana (the cause of 
w'orld appearance) is conceived as anddi {without a beginning) 
and as such the Ajnana cannot have a material cause (upaddna). 

To get over these dirticuUies, the Advaliasiddhi explains 
the definition of Milhyatva viz, Jnana-nivartyatvam given by 
the ancients, in a different way - as Jnanaprayukta-avasihiti* 
sdmdnyavirahQpraii\Of-h\om. It consists in being the counter- 
positive of a generic absence of existence {avasihiti-sdrndnya) 
of the product of Nescience, caused by true knowledge. 
Such existence is of two kinds — existence in one’s own form 
{svardpena) as an effect and another in its causal form. 
This distinction helps it to side^siep the difficulty of incon- 
clusivencss of the ptobans raised in respect of the destruction 
of the jar by natural causes. Tho the jar as such, is destroyed 
by a blow, it subsists in its casual state till the dawn of 
Monistic consciousness which liquidates the causal state root 


(Vijayindra Tirtha, Nym. Amoda p. 37) 
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and branch, along with Avidyi, parent of all phenomenal 
appearances.- 

la his discussion of the third detiniiion of MithyStvaas 
jn^mniyartvajam, further modified by the author 
of the Advaila^iddhi as Jna}taprawk:a-a\nsihitisiinirui}avuaha~ 
pratiyo^itvam, the author of the TtirangU<;r adverts to the 
position taken by Madhusudana Sarasvati, earlier, that the 
nht'dha accepted by him is in lerms of svarupeymnisedka and 
observes that in the light of this plain speaking of the Advaitc- 
siddhi^ the negation of the Tucclia and the PralibhSsika would 
be indistinguishable from each other • so much so that it would 
be meaningless to single out one of them jminaprayukia fox 

Jnananivariyatyam would naturally presuppose the existence 
of some svarUpa of the thing to be negated. If such a 
^varRpa of the thing lo be negated is conceded, its negation can 
only result in nulhly : 

fur 

m^Tsrf ^ct ^tcr mzij- 

3m?af i 

Dr. Narain has not attempted to reply to this moot - point 
of Criticism in the Tarangtni against the third definition of 
Mithyatva. 


• 5rr»r!Tp;T(^ff*rfFr€i«TT?!ir^T5'5fcTfl->t''T?5r fg, I 

ararf^irffnflr jtiT, - I i ?r«im 

^?«TTsr?TTTf;^r !«:RWvf>i’Tr^r>-fTm 

fwT^WTsiifT TiriTtsr'ifTO ff; H 


(Advaitasiddi p. 8 ) 
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Fourth Definition of Mithyatva 

The fourth difinition of Mithyatva associated with the 
name of Cilsukha is - Svaf vaniiibhavasamanWu'karara eva 
pratiyam'inatvmu fi means being coimterposiTive of an 

absolute negation located in its own substrate. To explain— 
the cioth which is perceived as subsisting in the woven threads iS 
nol r:^al, in as mi-ch as its existence elsew'here than in the threads 
wherein it is perceived is impossible. At the same time, 
cannot tonftr any reality on it, in its locus, as it is only a 
particuiai arrangement of the threads and nothing more 
This is the corollary from the Advaita thesis of the falsity 
of change (vikilriwuthyatva it) drawn from the Vucarambhana 
3ruti. (Tor M's. interpretation of the Srutisec my PM p. 247). 

The above definition is more or less similar to the first 
one and stands refuted by its refutation. Vyasatirtha observes 
therefore that if the absolute negation conicinplaicd here is 
to be regarded as truly real {tJi/vtkc), the principie of Monism 
would be thrown to the winds. On the other hand, u it is 
regarded as purely Pratibhasika. the Realist has no objection. 
If it Vyavaharika, and as such liable to Biidha ihc counter” 
positive of such an absokite negation (viz. the world) which 
the Advaitin does aot place in rhe category oi the Pr^itibhasika, 
must necessarily be placed in the category oi the Paramarthika 
firul) 

Further, if the absolute negation here is undersLood as an 
utter negation of such ness of the thing (svar.^pera ni^ea^ha) - 
as Madhusadana Sarasvati has held - it w^ould reduce the 
countcrposinve to au uticr non-existence (ary^4n/c-asar), instead 
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of distinguishing it from the and glorifying it as a /mzw/M 

quid {nii^h^a). 

Where the threads and the cloth are in conjunciion at a 
given place, ii >vould be impossible lo think of tlieir non- 
existence. If such non-existcnce IS possible, the threads could 
not be regarded as the ouitctiai out of which the cloth is made. 


The Ad^’^uasiddhi rejoins that such coexistence of the 
counterposUive and its absolute negaljon in the same locus is 
possible in space and lime on the analogy of the coexistence 
of tiic antecedenl - non-existcnce (pragobkdva) iti the Jocus of 
the absolute negation. The KCithyatva-anumana and the Srulis 
also furnish evidence of such coexistence. 

The Tarangs i rebuts the above contentions. It says that 
the coexistence in the same locus, of the counterposilive and 
its absohde negation, if it is a negation in terms of the 
suchness of thecounlerpositive (SvarApeKa ni^edha) with reference 
to all the three periods of lime, as contended by the author of 
the idvaifasiddhi, (as we have already seen) it would cut at 
the root of a!l opposition between the affirmation of existence 
and negation of existence of anything in the world, - for 
siicii a thesis is being put forward by the Advaitin in respect 
of everything that exists, in what he is pleased to call the 
VyavahSrika reality. For, it must be borne in mind that the 
doctrine of Mithy^tva is applied and is applicable, in the 
Advaitrn's view to the entire Vyavaharika world in which 
w'c live, move and have our being^ 

On the same analogy, the Monistic and the Duahstic 
standpoints should be equally acceptable to the Monist - in 
which case he could not maintain W’ith any consistency of 
thought that the Monistic wisdom sublates the Diialistic one. 
The contention that the Mithyatvanuniana and the Sruti 
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'indorse ilie coexistence iu the same locus, of the counterpositive 
and ns absolute negation is also untenable, as the Inference 
will stand aborted by the very conflict between the counter- 
positive and its absolute negation. The .Srutis are open to 
other inieipretations. The other explanation that the coexistence 
of the counterpositive with its own absolute negation in the 
same locus is valid from the point of view of different 
orders of reality (visamasot^akatva) of the two is 
obviously premature as the doctrine of different orders of 
reality is yet unbom! The opposition between bftava and 
abhava, on the other hand, is weU-established in experience 
and needs no elaborate proof of inference or the like. 




’ Yet, samkara himself in his refutation of the Sapiabhah- 
gfnyiiya of the Jainas rejects the coexistence of Sattva 
and Asattva in a given dharmi at the same lime ; 

Na hyekasmin dharmi(ii yugapat sadosativadiviru^ 
ddhadharmasamave^ah sambhavati, si/ajpava/. 

(S. JiSB, II.2.33). Sec also Chap IV. 

F. N. I 
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The Fifth Definition 

The fifth definition of Falsity is given a$ : Sadviviktatvam- 
something different from reality or existence. This is further 
to be qualified by the adjunct of while being other than Asat*’ 
(asad^hinnufve xati), to avoid overpervasion in respect of the 
absolute non-being, as explained by the Advaitasiddhi, 

Ana1y.sing this concept in terms of three possible ways of 
interpretation, Vyasatirtha queries if it means that ‘Sat* 
stands for .something that participates in the genus of existence 
hattydtimaU in the accepted terminology of Indian Logic, 
which would contradistinguish it from what ia mithyd\ or 
whether it means unconlradictability {abndhyatxam)] or 
‘‘Brahman*' as such. As objects in the empirical world also 
participate in the genus ofSatta (while ;?of being this 

definition would extend to the Mithylprapanca also. To 
define ‘Sat’ as *‘BrabmaTi” does not carry the Advaitinany far. 
For, ‘Sadviviktatvam’ in that case, would only serve to 
differentiaic the world (which is, admittedly, not “aiyanta-asat^' 
in the opinion of the .Advaitin also) from ‘'Brahman”, - which 
is readily acceptable to the Realist, so long as Brahman is 
leti undefi tedi in a manner hostile to the Dvaitin's conception 
of it. The Reality of Brahman is not in conflict with the 
reality of the world, which depends for its subsistence and 
functioning on Brahman. Being devoid of sentience and 
blissfulness, the world isnon-Brahman”. Thus the definition 
of Sadvivikatvam as a distinction of the world from “Brahman** 
is tantamount to reaffirming what is already well-established and 
is agreeable to the Realist. 
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The Advaitasiddhi therefore tries to overcome these objec¬ 
tions by proposing a new definition of Satlvam (or Sat}, To be 
'"Sat” is to be estabiished by Prama^a ^means of proof) 
unasaociated tvith any defects. Thereby Mithy.^tva is 
established (as in respect of dream-phenomena) as somuuing 
which is other than what is established by Prainaria, 

But the phrase V'Praina^iasiddhatvam” is synanymoijS 
and concomitant wiih uncontradictabilily, To forestall over- 
pervasion of the definition of Sadvivikatvam in respect of 
the attributeless Brahman and “Asat’\ it is qualified by the 
adjunct ""provrVed’' it is presented to cognition as existir^g 
sativen-d pratiyamanaiyam ). For, neither the attributeless 
Brahman nor ,‘Asal” is ever capable of being presented in 
any substrate, in any cognition in terms of existence (^ctrvn- 
prakarevQ pratitivuayaUeni) ^ 


Clever and resourceful as it is, the above justification 
ox the definition of Sadvivikatvam, by Madhusudana Sarasvafj 
is found to be unsatisfactory by the author of the Taranginl 
on the following grounds : 


Tho' ^speaking in broad terms, the Advaila system 
recognises the experience of bliss or happiness as established 
by Pramitia to be ^sat\ material objects established by 
perception or other PramSnas are *not^ recognised to be ‘Sat, 
This exposes the definition of ‘Sat' (as framdnastddkatam) 


3TTi«[ffryfir5rcsr!i fsaafff I ^ 

3i5*T?T I 3i?n'«rr?»Tf’T f<iw>inr§rfT srfttwiif^- 
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io AvySpli (under-pervasiem of iKe probans). The first definition 
of 'Piamo^^iasicldhatvam’ advanced by Madhusudana as 

what is coiicomiiant with uncontradiclabiiity ipramanaiid- 
dha^yam ca ahadhyQivavyai'iyam in ev^i) is tro: decisive, 

because the Advaita-Brahman, xho’ not amenable to Prams 
because it is "avedyu* as an object of knowledge, is yet accepted 
as ^uncontxadicted' while at the same time the 

world of experience, tho^ established by all the three Pj ami nan, 
is deemed to te open to cor.iiadivtion {hadhyam). Here Madhu- 
sudana’s logic does not s:em io be impeccable 

Vynsaiirtha therefore concludes his critique of Falsity by 
summing up and pinpofnling ihc vuinerablc poinis in the five 
definitions examined by him, 

!T«rT 11 

fftT I 

fqftcSTcqJN ?qt9r n 

Before concluding, he efafifies that tho' shell-silver 
rajata), snake-in-the-ropc (rajjusarpa) and such others figuring 
in our illusions are indeed unreal (niithyd) and to that extent, 
it is obligatory on the part of the Realist also to define the 
nature of still it should not be thought that 

it is unfair for hmi to bombard the Advaitin alone with so 
many quesliors about the nature of Afithyatvam. 

There is no room for a iuquoqm for the Advaitin here, 
as by ''^Mithyo^\ as applied to :^ukr\rQ}ata and other illusory 
objcc-s, the Realist understands by the term absolute non-being 
{atyania-txmi^ within the context of the ii/usory experiences. ^ 

} (A K) 

This is a very imporcant point For an exposition of 
Madhva's Abliina^a-Anyathskhyfiti see my Phihsphy of Afadhvd- 
cArya Chap XXI. 

6 
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Bui to avoid boing mtsuivJsrstood, the RcuUst would prefer nor 
to use the term ^^mirhya\ which camouflages the real state 
of affairs and prefers to use the plain and uamishikable term 
'’*As 2 t'’ to designate the sUvcrdn-shell appearing />; the il/usiofi^ 
relying on rhe vcrJiCt of the correcting cognition asad c\^a 
raj^itam praty^bhiL Tlie possibility of The presentation of 
what is totally non-existent as cxistetn in our Ulus ions Jms be in 
discus ed and proved to i!ie hiU by MuJhvii and JayaUrtha jii 
their works mch as Mithyat yanumdnakhandana ^ the AV and the 
Nyuyasudha and by Vyasatirtha in the Nym itself, while 
expounding the Realists theory of Error known as "Abhinava* 
Anyath'ikiiyad’ or Svabhimata-Anyatbakhyitip as Vy^satirtha 
refers lo it (i. 64). 

The Turan^ihi winds up the discussioa of Mithyaiva in a 
humorous vein saying with a pun on Pancaivom which also 
means "death' :— 


mferm: \ 

5T n 



CHAPTER VIII 


The Status of Falsity-True or False 

Vyl5at:riha next raises ihe quesliori of the onUi - epistemo¬ 
logical status of this falsity, predicated of the world - whether 
It is true or false in itself, whatever may be the detlnUion of 
Falsity, 

This ii not an idle question, f or^ if ihe world's Mnbystvam 
is true and uncontradictable, the j-rinciple of Monism would be 
at stake. H cannot be held tbrit tliOLi^h urxontradjcted there 
is no danger to the principle of Monism, as this falsity or 
negation of the world itself is not something other than Brahman^ 
blit is ore with it and non^difi'erent from Brahman, the only 
reality (Bralirasvaiupani or ''Brcf:wama(rcm^\^ fn that case^ 
the difficulty will he that Mithyntva, being conceivable only 
in relation to the world of name and four, time and space 
(prcp(toccp'idhika) and as its irue nature is ycl to be ascertained 
during the state of world - appearance, it cannot be one with the 
^uddlia - Biahman whose nature as the ever-self'shining intelli¬ 
gence [svopraka^acmmdfram) is always self-evident and 
un-obscuied. If then, Mithyalva which is of the nature of 
absolute negaiion of the w^orid for all time should be cne with 
the ever-icif-shinirg One Reality, there will be no possibility 
of ihe illusory appearance of the world, at any time or place, 
to bother the heads of Philosophers to explijin it ur explain it 
away a 


1 , 

N. 

(X-SfJc'hi ) 

sfntr, sf^-.^'sriTTtT'T^Ta I 


Os. p. 146) 



44 


AdvaimsidJlil Vs lAyhyunrOx : A Re-Appraisal 


Ir cannof: be contended that th;: rtiOrest shining forth 
(sphuranam) of the Suddha - Brahman as the ^^ubstraic of the 
superimposition of tlie world - appearance in its bare aspect of 
or '‘thisnfSs'V docs not include the shining forth of the 
other j^spect of the absolute rogation, For :‘.s the absolute 
negation is by hypot!t?sis non-different from the Buddha 
Brahman which is an iindifferenced, aspcctless unity all ever, 
there is no internsil fne:chanf.sm in ihc ronstiturfon of firahman 
conceived lII through, to account for the shining 

forth of of}€ o.^pecr (of Ihisncss alone) and the non shining forih 
of the of absolute negation of the world. If there 

is any si:eh internal dynamics or mechanism in Brahman, it will 
cease U> be ‘'Nirv’c'e-a'' and turn out to be “Sa-Viiesu^V which 
is unpalatable to Ihc Monist. * This disposes of the explanation 
attempted by ih.e L^grur'indrika to pet over Ibc diffjculty. ♦ 

On the other hand, ii Miihyaiva is other than Brohmun and 
oontradictable, the Realist wins his point that the world is fjot 
mithyj, but quite true and that the belief that the Advaita 5>rutis 
are truth-declaring [tat(vavedaka) is unfounded. 

Nor can Mitbyatva, which is of ihe iMtiire of absolute 
negation of any second entity In addition to Brahman idvifiy(U 
bhavit)* bt viewed as an accidental aJjurcl tailing 

outside the nature of ?uddha-Brahmaii, but qualifying it» for the 
nonce frora outside its beings like the crow peiching on the roof 
of Devadatta’s house^ serving as a mark of identillcation and 
recognition to mark it off from other houses, to help the casual 
inquirer. 


! jTq: *1%, ?rp5TT5r?ifjw j 

ir»7-Tr. f4r4Prf?c^fTrsTsr?i»rT?T i 

{Tg. p.146) 

4, For details See Dr. K. Narain Op. cit, pp. 34-35. 
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The difticulty is chat Mitliyiiva cannot optrute as an 
ifpaiaksana oiQ, The function of an upahkF,ana is to make 
me unktiowa known oi the iiisunkionLly known better known* 
But the :siiddba-Cit of B. has to be already known as the 
substrate {adhisfharra) before any superimposition c.m be made 
on it. As this Ciaraltrani is everohinin^ as the substrate of all 
superinipositicn of Avidyi, which causes the world-iliLisioa. and 
as it is also the witness of Ajnaaa, there sCv-tns to be no room 
for regarding the Cinitatram as the Upalak^ya and Prapanoa- 
bhava or its mithyalva as the upukiktiauci in making cl^e Bruhman 
knowm, 

Here^ die Advnilin argues - Any properly of a i'afse eniiiy 
must be equally false. The falsity of the illusory silver docs not 
make tlic silver true. Wiiere the subject in question ii> usolf 
a myth any property predicated or denied of it and its opposite 
must be equally myihical. The ahs;;nce of darkness of skin 
of ihc barren woman’s sou docs not make him ftdrskinned. 
The negation of the dream elephant siibscqueiitly in the same 
dream does not make the dream elephant real! 

VySsattnlia says the ddhcully about Mithyatva cannot 
be so easily dismissed. For, according to the Monist; 
Mithyaiva is coumerposuiviry io an absolute necaUon for 
all time, ill a given substiaium. But unlike otlicr propenics 
such as color or taste, couiuerpositivity to an ahsoluic ncgaiion 
docs not necessarily presuppose the actual existence of ihc 
counlcrposilive. To be the coumerposicive of an absolulc 
negation i$ merely to be the referent in respect of such know¬ 
ledge as w^ould enable one to fonn an idea of such a iiegation ^ 
The non-existence of the properly in the absence of the subject 


1 . 1 


(J. Td}t.) 
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appliss only lo cases where tiic subject has actual existence in time 
and space. But falsity or Mithyatva as defined by the Advaiiin, 
is hostile to the actual existence of the subject, as we have 
seen, ir iho cironcous silver seen in the illusion and its 
contradiction are both faLse, it would be meaningiess to talk 
of the one being contradicted by the other. The analogy of 
the barren woman's son is irr€l€\jnt^ as the Vaudhyiputra is a 
myth —(/;vcc/jfl) having no svarupa of his own,—unlike the/«u/i>’- 
dhhutii wliich. according to the Aclvaiiin, has Lfcenature(iviircTpa) 
of being Qsad^vikik^( 2 t]a. The absence of the dream elephant 
is not contradicted in the waking stale and u (the absence) must 
therefore be true. Eeing perceived in a dream is not a 
suificicni ground of falsity^ as the Xumn iuo is percei\eo in the 
dream as the percipient. 

However, the Advaitin has been pleased lo bestow a higher 
of reality cn 'cmpiricaf things in space and time as 
**Vy£vah3rika - saiya'\ What contradicts the Vylvahflrika'saiya 
must, in fairness, belong to a still higher order of reality, if h 
should have the power to do so. Even though the shell-silver 
{i^uktlrupya) is prutibh^sikay its stultification and mithyatvam ]:as 
been admitted to he ^tattvika^ by the Advaitin, Suiely, what 
contradicts the empincah if there is any such experience, must 
be entitled to a better deal than the barren woman’s son ! The 
world of our consolidaled experience is c^itificd to be leal by 
flawless perception and other PiamS^as, including the ^ruti and 
the SSksU The creation and dissolution of the world in soi 
orderly w'ay have been expounded in the Sruiia them.SLlves, if 
the milhatxa of the Pritibhasika silver were purely Vyuvakdriko^ 
instead of being iattvlka, it would be equally open to sLuUiCca- 
lion and such stultification of irs VyUvakarikatva would make it 
*^tduvika\ For the Sfcme reason, the world and its n iihydua 
cannot both of them be ‘*Vyivafia^ika'^ The plea that both 
the world and iis Mi\hydi\u arc of the same order of reality 
{samdnasattdka) because they arc subject lo contradiction by 
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one arid the same Hrahmajnana, put fonvard by the AdvaUa- 
siddhi * IS like countiug the chicken before they arc hatched, 
Fofp it h yet to he established the world is BrahnajAafia- 
bddhja (sublaled by knowledge of Brahman). That depends on 
the world being shown to be w/V/oa; for according to the 
Advaitin what h initbyA is jfiunahddhya. Rut the question 
whether the world is really Mithya or Jniaabadhya is ^ 7 /// being 
debated. Tt is still sub fudfee. 

For reasons already stated, it is as ditiicijlt for the Advadin 
tO equate ihc w'orld's mithydtvi with Brahtiusvarnpa, as to treat 
it as 'Vyavali'rika -i e. to s»y *badhya’ ! (sublatable). There 
is thus no smooth sailing for him eUher way : 

fTT«qTf^ !T?r2?TeEr I 

•s ^ 

The author of the Advoitosiddhi tries lo wriggle out of iliis 
prcdicaracQt saying i/i the endf that even iliough the VySvahirika- 
satyatva (empirical reality) of the w'orld is taken away hy iti 
‘VyavahSrika'Mitbyatva’ its imaginary reality {kdlpanika- 
saiyoiva) is left untouched (intact). ^ 

A Daniel come to judgment ! At loig last, wc arc iicro 
brought face to face with the naked truth of the matter that in 


4. Tstr?# ^ 

iiffw i 

(A, Siddhi. p. lO) 

Dr, Narain has discreetly avoided discussing this problem) 

5. BSTTW^tfr^tfirsm^’T *7T3r?irt:*f5rTl<T|T^fT 


(A SitiJhi. p. 10. 
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Advaita philosophy, ihe high-souading phrases‘"Vyivahirika- 
satya'" '‘empirical reality"' applied to the world is a euphemisiu 
for what exists only in your ifnai^inaticn and nothing more. That 
being so, one is forced to agree with KumSnla Bhatta'i 
appraisal of the Buddhist's pcsilion and extend it to the 
Advahin : 

?TftTT %mc^^TT ? 

H ^ »f«3rT^T’PrT^5Tt: I 

'a N 



CHAPTER IX 


Grounds of Mithyata (Falsity) 

(I) DRsVaTVAM (PERCEPTIBILITY) 

m 


The Advaita school lias adduced {Inyatva (perceptibility), 
Jtzdciva (insenticnce) and pe:rlcckinf:afvci (ceing liiiiilcd by space, 
lime and other entities) as the grounds of faisity of the world. 
These are examined by Vyosaiirtha. 

To begin with - the ground is a leaf borrowed 

from the Buddhist camp, which holds that all percepts arc false, 

ar«JiT sr?qqc5m«ii i 


While there may be some jusiificaooa for the Buddhist to 
hold such a view as knowledge to him is intrinsically invdid 
and validity is thro’ external grounds, the Advaitiu, who claims 
that validity is intrinsic to knowledge and that invalidity alone 
is made oat extrinsicalty : 

(SLre^vara, Brhadf.r&nyckciVSriika 241) 

has ihe least justifleafion to make perceptibiliJy of objects the 
ground of Ihcjr falsity. 

Analysing the concept of Dr^yatva according to the 
Advaitin, VyssSttrtha reviews the pcssibie ways in which it 
7 



50 Advailasiddhi Vs Nyayamjta : A Re-Appraisal 

cari be Lind has been detiv^ed : vi^. (]) being reachable through 
a V|lti (vriii'\fy^py':ti^ani). Vftti is the raechaoism by which 
tht mlnd-suiff UmankCiranam) constituted of light {(^Ijasa) 
cmoi'ging through tbf:^ seme organs pervades the object and assumes 
its form. Trie consciousiiess reflected in this antahkaraiia \ytti 
is known as the cognising consciousness, (^pramdircuitanyti) It 
draws aside the veil of Avidya (nescience) which has been 
suiTOuTiding liic object, which exposes the substrate-conscious- 
ncss {.ixlhi^:Mdr^ii-caUc^*iya) underlying the object. Thereupon, 
the consciousness rcftccted in the Vtui and surmounting it and 
the substnuc-conscioijsncss (of the objcci) execute a flash- 
like idcniity which results in the judgment - ‘'J have known the 
object*’. The fusion of these two forms of consciousness is 
called(the net re^iult or fruition). The bare mental vj-Ui 
s by itself of desiroying the nescience of the object. 

Pure consciousness too, being only ihc bare w^itness of Ajnlna, 
cannot remove iu Bui when the same consciousness penetrates 
The VrttL and lakes hold of it, it is competant to remove the veil 
of ignorance in which the object has been shrouded so far. 
Such is the outline of the Advaita theory of Perception. 

Now, driyatva may be delincd us (i) Vrttivyapyaiva, 
(ii) Phalavyapyatva or (iii) as partaking of some common 
element of both, which enables the object to be spoken of as 
coming to be sometimes, and somehow, — negatively, 

as in the case of dharma anti adherma and other super-sensi- 
bles^ or as in the case of a pot, positively, or (iv) being 
dependent for any reference to be made to the object as being 
immediately known on a consciousness which is other than and 
dinbrent from the object itself and failing outside its bcing^ 
or else (v)as being devoid of self-luminosity {a-s^aprakUoj^ 

drsyatva as vrttjvyapyatva 

None of these aUematives is sustinlable. For the Atman 
or B. too is knowable thro* Vrtti (psychosis engendered by 


I. Survam \GStn jiiatatayd ajMiaiayd vd Sdk^ivisayah 
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study und reflection upon ihc Vediimic texts relating to 
B. enjoined in tlic iJruii. Oii^crwise, these texts and their 
injunctions lo study them for the atLainment of B*. would be 
futile. Teachers and pupils engaged in tlic arduous investigation 
of B. with the aid of these texts would otherwise Imve U> 
lapse into silence and ignorance respectively. 

Further, Vedantic injunctions like Brahinajjjnasa {karta^ya), 
the use of the objective geniiive form of the tompound “Brahma- 
jijnasa and lexis like - "The seeker shall know Him and gain 
understanding”- “It is perceived by scsisontd inicUett, by the 
subtle-minded” and the gcrundial suffix (/isi-ja) in “Atman 
should be seen {dr as taw yah), will all of them lose their forcc^ 
otherwise, 

■‘Dr^yalva", grammaxicajly speaking, is ^drgn&Qyatm*. If 
Atmic or Brabmic consciousncis {dyk) as Caitanya is, in 
essence, unknowable, ibc premise of dyivatm itself as drgv* 
isaya in regard to the Mithyatva of the world cannot be 
sustained. For, without knowledge of the qualifying adjunct 
{drk^CM) itself (perceptibiaty) cannot be defined as 

dygvii^ayaiva iobjectivity to drk). For, there cannot be any 
knowledge of the qualified entiiy {YiUt.;^cjnara) without a know* 
ledge of the qualifying ckmeiU which, in this casc^ happens 
to be cir or drk. Veieian Advaitins like Ma^duna MiiCra have 
clearly held that it is the B, wdiich is acti ally known in and 
thro' ail pepcepts : 

SarvaprciyityciVi^dye ca Brehmerupe yyavasihite 

(Brahmasiddhi) 

It cannot te pleaded that it is only the qcalified B. (Viiisla) 
and not the Suddha^B or the Absolute that is revealed in all 

2. Tatixamasyadiviik) arihasamyagdhijenmerrMratah 

Axldyairamayo mok^as so. Samsara udahtich. 
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acts and forms of perctiplian (in Advaita). For the second half 
of Ma-^ 7 \ina’s verse 

i^rap:ihca^ya pravUayah iahdeno pratipadycte 

speaks of this 8. as (he ground of liquidation (praniayd) o 
the universe, when TaKvajnana is attained thro’ the 5rutis. 
This leaves no room for doubt that it is one and the same 
Absolute B. which is the subject ot the first and the second 
halves of the verse, in keeping with continuity of thought. 
That apart, in Advaita thought there is no dissolving of tlic 
world {pravilaya) ia the Sagiina-B, but only in the Suddba-B. 


it is no use pleading also tluit the said d^iyaiva is only 
VySvahanka in respect of the objeclivily of the world and 
that such a kind oi dnyan a is not admissible in respect of the 
Suddha-B., which is a Paramarthika - real. The Advnitin has 
yet to establish the distinction between the Vyavahlrika and the 
Paramarthika reals and cannot take it for granted, as he is 
want to do, with liis sleight of hands. 

Nor can it be submitted that the .^uddha-B. iswoM^iSya’ 
und only the qualified-B. can be so and that all such texts 
as have been cited by the Realist have reference only to the 
qualified, as otherwise there will be a dash between them and 
others like yaf tad odreiyam {Muud. Up. i.6) which speak 
of B. 's unpcrccivabilily. 

Unless the ^uddha-B. is know able and perceivable with 
the aid of the ^astras its vejy existence cannot be predicated- 
The contention that it is established by self-evidence is going 
to be Tcfuied It is also inherently illogical. If self-eslab!ished- 
ncss is known by its own self-competence* it will conflict with the 
Advaitic dictum of kartrkarmavirodha that the subject cannot 
he the object of its own act of knowing.^ As no attribute 
or properly can be posited or negated of an unknown or 
un-knowable something, it would be absolutely necessary 


5. See page 53 for foot Note 3 
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that the ^addha-B. should be open to knowledge thru’jo/r.tr 
Pramdna^ even in order to rule out that it is perceivable. 

It cannot be that as the Suddha is seif*e$tabUsbcd cn the 
authority of its own self-luminosity, its knowability thro’ 
^abdavytti is negated in such texts as Yat tad adre.iyam 
{Mand-^ Up, i.6). There tan be no self-lumincsity of B. 
unless it is admitted that its Suddhatva is manifested 
in the Vftli produced by the Sabda-Pramaea to 
the effect that the ^uddha-B. is Svaprakasa (self-Iiiininous). 
In the absence of any such knowledge its being merely open 
to a general awareness {sphurariOm), irrespective of whetliei 
such awareness is by itself or thro’some other source* it may 
asw'ellbc the determinant of its falsity, instead of its factual 
existence, as in the case of the shell-silver. Such texts as 
proclaim B.S existence - sad eva idamagra asit^ satyam Brafhva 
could all be explained away, othei-wisc, as predicating that it 
isjustorA^r than non-bcing, just as the Advaitin would explain 
the texts which proclaim the real existence of the world of experi¬ 
ence as conveying that it is merely ^,4(other than 
total non-being) without at the same time having a real being of 
its own - a sort of tertixm quid betw'een Sat and Asat. 

This should make it clear that texts like Yat tad adre^yam 
which speak of B. as *^adreiyani' ("unperccivable) have to be 
understood in the sense that it cannot be perceived or know^n 
in qH the fulness and fastness of Us being, powers and majesty.^ 

3. See S/s Bhasya on Brh. Up. 

4: Read - siclniyati khalu ye bhiva na tUmstarkexia yojayet. 

Prakrtibhyah Poram yAcca tad acintyasaya \*aibkavam (Mhh) 

Pasyamopi na paiyanti Mero rApam yipcicUah fSkSndal 

Also ; Passage from Ralph Cudworth quoted in CJutthber's 
Encyclopaedia of English Litcrcture VoK 1. (1894), p. 373 
cited in my Philosophy of MadhfAcArya p. 342. 
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If nothing of B. i&<ir all knowablc, perceivable (thro^ 
proper means) it cannot be referred lo by the relative pronoun 
^tbat‘ C.vm tat) in the SriUi {Yat ted edreiyam) for the pronoun 
has lo fall back upon its own actual antecedent referent. 


b'uddha-Brahman Open to Perception in Carmavi'lti 


Advaita system speaks of a final psychosis of Brahman 
known as CARAMA SSk^atkara ihro' Carainavflti produced 
by intensive study and meditation on the import of the 
Mahavakyas. It would thus be necessary to accept that 
Suddha-Brahman is the direct object of perception thro’ 
Carainavfttij As iSuddha-Brahmaii is an undisputed reality, 
the probans of perceptibility {cir!l}atva) W'ould be incompetent to 
establish MithyStva. 

To get over the difficulty. A - Siddhi has taken great 
pains to contend that it is noi the Buddha Brahman or the 
pure Atman which is the object of the Caramavrtli but only 
the ^uddha-Brahman or the pure Atman conditioned by ike Cara^ 
mavrtti, which is the object of the Yitti, As the condticned 
Brahman or Atman is a composite entity (Visi^ta), it is "‘Mitbya*’ 
in status. Hence, there is no fear of overpervasion of the prohans 
of dr hat va in the ^uddha-Brahman. Vyasatirtha rightly points out 
that as the probans of dr^yctva and its prohandum of Mithyatva 
are governed by a clear relation of Anvaya and Vyatireka from 
the Advaita angle, it would be inctnibent cn his part to 
admit the knowability of the Suddha-Brahman in order to 
mark off the nature of the uncondiiicned Brahman or Atman 
from the conditioned. 

Moreover, with regard to Cafamavrtti itself, it has to be 
clarified if m its operation it reveals itself to knowledge along 
with the Brahman or Atman as its qualifying adjunct (vhVsapfl). 
If it docs, it will have to be treated as Svapraks^a (self-shining) 
which the Advaitin cannot concede on account of Kartrkar- 
mavfrodha^ in the same act of knowledge. 



Grounds of Mithytva (FaUitj) 


55 


Secondly, as the composite knowledge (Vij^ijfajnaiia) of the 
conditioned self or Brahman would itself be "‘Mithya” (as what 
is conditioned is Mithya (in Advaita), tlie knowledge produced 
by the Caramavrlti would be an invalid one [apntmii\ 


]f tlie Caramavrtti excludes itself from presentation as a 
qualifying adjunct of Brahman or Atman, the result would bo 
that the pure unconditioned Atman or B. would have lo be 
recognized as the sole object of the Caramavrlti. As the 
unconditioned Brahman or Atman is real and J7a( Mithya, it 
would falsify the logical concomhance between drxyatva and 
Mithyatva on which the whole Mithyatvsnumana of the universe 
rests in Advaita thought. 

If the object of Vedanta texts in the last analysis of 
Caramavftti is only the Vi^ista-Brahman which is only projected 
by Avidya and hence ""Kalpita*'. they would all become 
*‘A-tattvlv'edaka” (not truth declaring). But ^rutis like Tarati 
^okam atmavid*’ tell us that it is only the true knowledge of 
the Suddha-B. that is the means of attaining release. 

Moreover, if there is no possibility of ever knowing the 
5uddha-B. as such, there will be uo prospect of the liquidation 
of original Ignorance Qnuh-avulyd), which can only be brought 
about by the knowledge of the Absolute. For. knowledge 
can sublatc ignorance only w'hcn both of them pertain to the 
same object, If then BrahmajnSna has no identifiable object 
(yisaya) obscured by Ignorance for its removal, it can hardly 
deserve the title of "'Jnana*'. 

Here, the Advaitin interposes — It is not the fact of a 
thing’s objectivity to knowledge that determines its power to 
liquidate ignorance about its true nature, but that of the 
knowledge being of or conforming to the same contours of the 
objtet (taddkclratva). ^rulis which enjoin on the aspirant the 
acquisition of knowledge of B* {Atnia dra^iax^yaY^ mean 'he 
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same thing and not B/s actually becoming the object of any 
knowledge as sucli (Tachhayatva), 

YyasaUrtha following Madhva and Jayatirtha® brings 
up three different aitematives in which the phrase 
can possibly be understood as ; (i) having Atman itself as 
its form ; or (ii) being of identical form with Atman's 
(lad^cira eva akarah ya&ya) or (iii) having a form resembling 
that of Hie Aiman. 

None of these alternatives can help the Advakin "‘Form'* 
abides in what possess it The foim of Atman cannot possibly 
abide in the Vriti, The second alternative W'culd place the 
Advaitin in the company of the Buddhist’s Sak5ra-vada. 
Further, the which is Micn/iewf/ void of blissfulness and 
finite in form cannot he of the form of pure intelligence, 
bliss and unlimitcdness which constitute the essential form 
ofB, If identity of form is to be in virtue of both possessing 
the same esse (satts) it would lead to a travesty. The possi¬ 
bility of a single et^se running thro’ several entities is not 
acceptable to the Realist. Wc have therefore to accept that 
correspondence of form of knowledge and its object can not 
mean anything more than having the given object for iis 
content - Tadv(;fa}xttanj em tad^aratvam, in all cases, uniformly. 
Otherwise, there will be two different criteria of correspondence 
between knowledge and its object, as between a jar and its 
cognition and knowledge of Ataman and its function in remov¬ 
ing tlie ignorance shrouding it. 

Drsyatva As Phalavyspyatva 

Nor can drsyaim be explained as phalavydpyatya or being 
pervatled by the consciousness reflected in the Vrtti and that 
consciousness again manifesting the substrate-consciousness, 
leading to the uncovering of the object, That would not cover 


5. See M.^s Tdy Nahi Jhdrtajneyayor ekfikdratH and jis 
C. by Jayatirtha. 
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the case of knowledge of the past and future entities with which 
there is no possibility of Vrtti, followed by the reflection of 
consciousness therein etc., so much so that this cumbersome theory 
is inadequate to cover all cases of perception of present and past 
things. If it is said that the perception of the present and 
future entities too are amenable to Viiti as and when they 
actually exist, the underpervasion of this theory would still 
be there in respect uf knowledge of eternally super- 
sensuous entities- They cannot be brought under Yogi-praiyak$a 
as Cksukha himself has ruled out the possibility.’ 


Moreover, the theory of Phalavyapyatvam is of no use in 
explaining perception of happiness, the perception of AvidyS, 
antahkarana and its properties and the shell-silver in the 
illustration of the These are all internal reals and the 

shell-silver too according to Advaita is a product at the time 
of the illusion and is therefore not <‘out there'’ to be reached 
by the Vftti, as in the case of the jar. 

The thiid aUernative of dfflyatva in its general aspect must 
necessarily be present in B. which is open to Vrttivyapyatva in 
its specific aspect - as the generic is included in the specific. 

It is not also of much avail to the Advaitin to argue that 
even tho’ it may be contended that Avidya, happiness 
and so forth may be held to be intuitively known by the 
Saksi^Cit, either in terms of being known or not known, pure 
consiousness cannot be perceived in any of the other ways and 
must therefore be looked upon as not drgvi^aya at any time and 
that therefore the probans of driyana in the Mithy atvJnumana, 


7. Citsufchcna Na ca Yogipratyaksagamyaiaydi aparokzatyam 
Dharmadinam CodanaikapramdreoyogyatvST (Citsuldii, 
p. 10. N. S, Press, Edn.) (quoted in jVym) 

The A-Siddhi does not meet this point. 

— 8 
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IS inapplicable to B, For, in respect of eternally supersensible 
tilings, it is possible to speak of them as being known 
thro* Sak^lpratyaksa, tho’ nol in the normal way of sense- 
perception, In the same way, the Suddha-B, hitherto unknown 
does certainly admit of being described and now known and 
expressed thro’ the Vedanta vakyas. In this sense, then, 
the probans of dyriatya is bound to be overpervasive 
of B, 


If B. is never to become the object of our knowledge 
{cidvisayd) the fontal ignorance about it which is the source of 
transmigration from time immemorial would remain interminable 
for cver^ and the statement of ^rutis like Tarati iokam Aunayid 
will have lo remain a dead letter for all time. 

The fifth alternative of perceivability as Svavyamh^e 
svutirikxasamyidapek$avisayQ(vam is also inadmissible. For, 
there is dependence on knowledge of something other than one’s 
own being in describing and knowing B. as self-luminous, one 
without a second, which presuppose prior knowledge of an 
"•other’’ clement. Without knowing about the non-existence of 
a second real or what self-luminosity is, how is it possible to 
know B. as it is in truth ? 

The ana wet that Atman or B. needs such media only in 
respect of qualified judgments {visisfavyavahdri^) about it and 
(hat there is no such dependence in referring lo its pure 
Being {svarupasarta) is not conclusive, as the same thing can 
be said of the reference to the bare existence of a jar as well. 
It may be contended that there is no room for a reference to the 
bare being of a jar, without involving its association with 
space and time ; while on the contrary there is such a reference 
to the bare being cf the self in itself in deep sleep wS’Mxwp/i* 


(Tg.pAl) 
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This is wishful thinking, for even in deep sleep, the 
existence of the self is presented only in relation to the happy 
repose of sleep during the period, in terms of "I have slept 
happily so long. ‘^Tt cannot be rejoined against this, that tho’ 
in a qualified judgment about the self there is dependence 
on some other fact of knowledge, there is no such clcpen* 
dence in respect of the substantive element of the self such 
{VHesxarndtram) because of its self-luminosity whereas, the jar, 
even in respect of the substantive aspect {Vi^esyamsa) is 
dependent on sojncThing else. In that case, the adjunct of 
**invariable” {niyati) qualifying the dependence on some 
other fael of knowledge, in the definition of the fifth alter* 
native would be superfluous. 

]f the Advaitin agrees to drop the adjunct from the 
definition, there w'ill be overpervasion in the bare essence of 
the Suddha-B. For, as the ^uddha-B. lies shrouded 
by Nescience from the very beginning of Samsara, the Iruc 
knowledge of its bare existence has necessarily to depend on a 
Vrtti produced by meditation on the Vedanta texts, for 
revealing the till then unknown element of its pure unqualified 
eascTice, capable of shattering the veil of beginninglcss Ajnana. 

We have already made it dear that there is no knowledge 
of B. other than thro’ the Vr^ti and SLch a vrtti is a svte qua 
nan of Alman or in the Caramavrlti There is no case 
for accepting a ^sarnvid" {cognition) other than the Vrtti obtained 
thro* Vedxntic texts. The Caitanya reflected in the Vrtti and 
the Caitaaya of the substrate being manifested by it are all 
far-fetched and gratuitous assumptions. 


The A^Siddhi has tried its best to establish that the 
Caramavrtii produced by the Vedanta texts does not have the 
^uddha-B. for its objective cement, but enJy B. suffused by 
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the Vriti, This is diametrically opposed to the declared position 
of earlier authorities like the author of the SanksepaUriraka 
who roundly asserts that the Nirvisesa (Buddha) Cit, is indeed 
both the content and the /octu of M'lla-Ajniina. 

Sanksepai^riraka 

The A-Siddhi lias also argued that the proposition '"the 
^uddlia-B, is seif-himinous'^ has to be interpreted thro’ Lak^a^H 
(secondary signification) as predicating that i.v 
fuminous fs pervaded by riort^Suddha:va. Thus, by elimination 
of non-^uddhatva, the Sluddlia comes to be self-luminous 
just as tile negation of difference leads to the acceptance of 
oneness.!^ It argues further that it cannot be objected that 
it would be futile to formulate that !Suddiia*B. is Svaprakafa 
(self-luminous) in so many words, if the Suddha as such is 
not conveyed to knowledge either expressly or by lak^aQi- 
('in the Caramavrtti). It explains tliat the proposiiion 
“duddha-fl. is Svaprakaia” can be taken to be meaningful 
if we go by the ultimate sense. Likewise, the other propositioM 
■"'Suddha-B, is not perceivable** {iuddftam na d/syani) '‘Suddham 
is woi Mithya" convey nothing more. However, in the final 
analysis it conics to this that the ^uddha-B stands divested 
of all driyatva and rmthyatva 


?i>s!T>T j 'T^^fecri'^RRrir 1 ^ 555 

ff fq«rr' T?i^fr?<rT 

^ ^fn'xw. {A Stddhi p.l3) 
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This sort of touching the nose in Pra^ay^ma by taking 
^he right hand around the head anti-clockwise is often charac¬ 
teristic of Advaita. see the A-SiddhVs explanation of the fruti 
'^Asad eta idam agra cited earlier, (p, 26) 

But it serves no useful purpose. The Nym-Taranginl 
rightly points out in reply that the self*luminosity of ^uddha-B. 
cannot be establised by merely establishing a pervaded-pervader 
relation {vyapyavydpakabhdpa) between non^sifaprakdsaiva andnon- 
^uddhatva. It can only be established by knowing that Aiuddhatva 
which is pervaded by A‘-syapraka$atva stands banished from the 
fuddfia-B^ Tn order then to realise that there is the contrary 
of the pervader in the duddha-B. it has got to known as 
such. The Vyapyavyspakabhava between what is non- 
svaprakSia and what is non-iuddha can be known for certain 
only after one realises that there is complete concomitance 
between 3uddhatva and Svapraka^atva (in the guddha-B)» 
Thus j the attempt to by-pass the categorical sense of the 
proposition that Buddha B i$ Svaprakfi^a is an exercise in 
futility — like the cartman driving his bullock-cart by devious 
routes all night to avoid the toll-naka (octroi) - only to find 
himself at day-break just in front of the tollgatc ! 

The Siddhi also takes the help of Citsukha's definition 
of Svaprak&^atva as Avedyatve sail apQroksayva\'ahdraygog^ 
yatvam in embellishing its definition of Dfiyatva. 

Awedyaive sati Aparoksavyayahdrayogyatabhdva^ 
drsyaivam opi hetuh. (A-Siddhi) 

The objection to such a definition that such Aparoksavyava- 
iUirayogyatfam as is qualified by the absence of PhalavySpyatva 
is also present in Avuiy% antahkarar^ and shell-silver with the 
result that the probans will be open to question is sought 
to be met by contending that the - Apdrokfavyavahdra- 
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yog}’Vtva is iiitcnded to convey such fitness (jogyarvu) as is. 
embodied in the Vrtti which js compeieiU to liquidate Ajnana. 
As such competence is /jo; found in the Vrlti pertaining to 
Avidya, and shell-silver, they are taken to be 

intuited by the Ssk 5^ by way of AparoksavyavahSra* 

Refuting these arguments of the A-SMhi\ the Turan^/pi 
raises a very pertinent question whether the said "'Aparoksatva”’’ 
in the definition of Svaprakltsatva is something different from 
Brahman or is the same as BrahmasYarupa, which is die sole 
^‘Aparosku*’(Brh. Up iii, 4,1) according to Sankara’s inter¬ 
pretation ''2 

If Aparok^aiva is differe/u from B. it could hardly be said 
to be not dependent on any other source for its immediacy, as 
according to Advaita, whatever is difftrem from B. Is the 
outcome of Avidya and is dependent on it for its origination- 
If, ou the other bajtd, Aparok^aiva itself is Brahman, the final 
form of the probans of Asvapraka^aiva will be what partakes 
of the nature of a difference whose counterpositivenesa 
{pr^itiyogiiva) is limited [avacchinna) by Brahman (Brah- 
mdvacchinrtapratiyogiiukcbhedasvcrupcini)^ Tt is obvious that 
the counterpositive of such a difference is B* the Svapraka^a 
(or the ^Aparokija*’) Yal saksad aporoksad Brahma That 
being so, the Aparok^atva which is now being considered as 
Brahman itself cannot be the delimiting adjunct of the 
counterpositiveness constituting the probans {ketuJ) because the 
counterpositive of the difference and its differentiating adjunct 
of counterpositiveness cannot be one and the same. The 
Pratiyogi and the Pratiyogitovacchedaka cannot be the same. 
There would thus be no possibility of any $ucb difference in 
objects like a jar. The probans of Drsyatva defined as 
**A-svapraka^atvam’* as embellished by the will thus 

be open to the defect of Asiddhi (inconclusiveness). 

12. For Madhva's inlerpretaticn of the text “Yat sak^ad 

Aparok^am Brahma** (Brh. Up) See my BrhGdmpyaka Up. 

From Madh\a"s F€rspecU\e (DVSR Foundation, Bangalore, 

1988). 
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Jf, in order to overcome this difRculty, “Aparoksatvam** 
is not regarded as the delimiting adjunct of the counter • posi¬ 
tiveness in question and only diflereoce from ‘‘Aparoksatva” 
is regarded as the probans, it would still entail a "Vyabhicara” 
(discrepancy) of the probans in Brahman on account of its 
being "empirically different” and having “\ 7 avahaTilcabheda*’ 
from the livatmsn, who is also “Aparokfasvarapa,” 

If, in order to get over this diiBculty, an imagined 
difference (Jcalpltabheda) is assumed to exist between Brahman 
and its Aparoksatva to enable the latter to be treated as the 
delimiting adjunct of the counterpositiveness of the difference 
in question, there would still be "Vyabhicara” of the hetu, 
in respect of "AvidySnivrtti” (the liquidation of Fontai 
Ignorance (Mulavidya) For, Avtdyanivttti has been held 
by eminent Doctors of Advaita-Vedanta like Vimuktstman 
to belong to a fifth order of predication (pahcomaprak&ra) as 
being neither Sat, Asat, Sadasat, nor Anirvacanlya (Sadasad- 
vilak$aua) : 

•V 

(Anandabodha) 

Thus, being "Sadasadvilaksapa^Vilaksaua’*, Avidysoivttti 
cannot be "Mithya” (as the Milby5)” is the same as Sadasad- 
vilaksapa,) As the first order of predication as "Sat” is alone, 
Brahma-svarupa, “Avidyanivnii which belongs to the fifth order 
is necessarily A-Svapraka^a. But it is nevertheless not "Mithya” 

(Iftasiddhi, i,4, pp. U5 - S6) 

(A-Siddhi p. 13) 
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as il is not ‘'Scdascdvtlcksc^a (as the “Mitlvya" is, by definition 
“Sadasodvilaksa^a". Thus ‘the Vyapti that whatever ia 
“A-Svapraks^a”) is “Mithya" (like (he jar) breaks down here 
and exposes the probans of the Mithyatvinumsna to a patent 
fallacy of “asiddhi". 


The A-Sfddhi makes a last bid to plug the loophole by 
proposing to qualify the probans of “asYaprakaSaiva” with 
the adjunct of “subject to its being present at the time of the 
pendency of “Ajiiena” {AjnSnakSlavrititve sati) - explaining 
tliut as AvidySnivrtti does not and cannot co-exist when AjnSna 
is still enduring and hence the Vyabhic&ra of the heiu is averted. 


The Tara^gini rejoins that the difficulty cannot be so easily 
solved by introducing the adjunct QrAJr.dnakalavrtiitve sati ". For, 
Advaita philosophy accepts a state of '‘Jivan-mukti” for some 
souls after the termination of their AjhJna. It alto admits 
that these Jivaomuktas retain their physical bodies and sense 
organs and react suitably to their stimuli in the daily commerce 
of their lives {ierfrayatru), This means that in the state of 
Jj'vanmukti which is subsequent to Avidysnivitti, there is 
“AsvaprakSiatva” side by side with the absence of “MithyStva* 
(the predicate in the MitbyaivSnvmana) This opens the dcor 
again to the fallacy of VyabhieSra of the probans. 


The difficulty cannot be averted by the Advaiitn’s accepting 
the theory of individual Salvation (Pratyekamukti) of diSertni 
jftinins at different times, who in the state of their Jivanmukd 
continue to react to the needs of their daily routine and carry 
on their spiritual responsibilities of teaching, meditation and 
spiritual advice,, after their Avidyinivttii. For, as “Avidya** 
is by hypothesis '"nir" amia" (aspectless) and nir-avayoya 
(parties, there is no question of a small residual “part’* of it 
lingering in the lives of the Jivanmuktas. 
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On the other hand, if the Advaitin should accept the theory 
of simultaneous release of all souls at the same time fyugapat- 
sarvamukti) it vrould clash with the view of other eminent 
traditional Doctors of Advatta philosophy that the doctrine 
of Yugapat-Sarvamukti at the same time is not antbentic 
{pramdnikG) as the Gratis speak only of the release of Jpimns 
like Ysmadeva. Either way, the stalemate continues, so far as 
Avidyanivrtti is concerned with the JnSnin's state of Jtvanmukli- 

Dt, Narain has refrained from entering into the intricacies 
of the problem raised by the Tarangit^^ s rebuttal of the 
Advaitasiddhi's rejoinder in regard to the Vyabhicara of the 
probans of *‘asYapraka^atva^^ 



CHAPTER X 


JADATVAHETU ■ BHANGAH 


The second reason of falsity is Jalatva, insenticncy or 
materiality. The world of experience is the laksya and it is 
material ami wanting in sentiency. 

But what is ‘being insentient'? It cannot be either not 
being a knvower or knowledge or non-self-Iuniinous or being 
non-Atman or what is acceptable to the Realist as insentient^ 

1 j Jadatva cannot be equated witli not being a knower^ 
because in the Advaita system knowarship (JitWriva) belongs 
to the ego {ahanwnha) which ia not the true unsullied Atman. 
So then, according to the Miyavadin, the true self is not a, 
knower and as such it will have to forfeit'Atmatva'. There 
is no use pleading that the pure self itas knowership atirlbutej 
to it thro' Avidya and hence can be considered to be a knower. 
Overpervasion of a probans cannot be warded off by appealing 
to the presence of an imagined (kalpita) reason (of Jhatrtva) 
in the pure self. Wc often say ‘f the fair-skinned know ihis*- 
uUributing knowciship to the body^ where the apposition 
between the body and the ego stands for their identity. If the 
probans of uow' knowership is to he qualified by the adjunct of 
not being of the same order of reality of PHramlrthikatva as that 
of the pure self, such a condition is not present in the mind-stufT 
CajUohkarjna) wmich tho' accepted as /natf (knower) in Advaita, 
is Still of a lower order of reality - being but VySvaharika 
(phenomenal). Moreover, knowership of the same order of 
reality cann3t be predicate^ of pure consciousness also. 

2) Nor can Jaiatva be equated with being other than 
knowledge ia^jn'inaivam). The Vritijnana of Advaita tho" 
material in essence is still styled as "Jnana'. If it is contended 
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that the term Jnanauscd in respect of Vfttijaana is only in its 
instrurcental sense, wliile the Jnanatva intended in the premise 
is knowledge in its substantive and radical sense (Bhsvirifia), * 
then as a mediate vrtti like memory cannot remove the 
ignorance of the object seen long back and permit its being 
referred to as ‘known’ - which establishes that such mediate 
cognitions arising from past impressions arc only the outcome 
of knowledge in its radical sense. This suffices to establish that 
there can be no outcome of "knowledge” witiiout knowing in 
its radical sense. Otherwise, judgments-regarding the experience 
of knowledge of supersensible things like Dharma and Adharma 
cannot be explained. 

Here Dr. K. Narain refers to the view of Kashiniraka 
Sadananda in bis Advaita-Brahma-Siddhi about two kinds of 
obstructing veils and concludes that ‘'it is therefore clear that 
neither the operation of the Vfttis nor the reflection of the Cit 
in these vfttis is an essential condition for cognition, whether 
mediate or immediate and that VyHsaUriha has committed 
art error when he criticised that the idea of materiality as 
A-jnanatva would jeopardise the concept that Vrtti is knowledge. 
As a matter of fact by "knowledge-" is meant in “Vedanta" 
that which illumines the object and this deflnitiou does not 
stand in the way of comprehending the character of A-jnana(tva) 
so as to be a satisfactory interpretation of materiality" 
(‘Op. cit. p. 263 Italics mine). 

This excursion of Dr. Narain into the .idvaita Bralma Siddhi 
of Sadananda is not at all called for, as it was not inexistence 
in VySsatirtha's time and he could not be expected to take note 
of his views, or be accused of having •'cam.nittcd an error" 
in not taking note of its theory. This is borne out by 
Sadananda's references to the views of NrsimhEjrama and 

?rrjr” etff ’ITl 

arei srftet- 

(Nym. L4, p> 69), 
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Ragliuttatha Siromar.i, in his AdvaUa Brahna Slddhi. There 
are passages in Nrsimlia^raTna^s Tatlva^mka^ cited from the 
N'yrn and Ra^hanutiia ^iromani (1475^1550) the veteran Navya- 
Naiyuyika; is decidedly later than VyasaUrtha (1460-1539), 
Hiince, whatever may be the superior inerits of Sadanaiida^s 
theory of A vara i as and the dispensability of the Yrtti and 
PhalavySpyatva in perception, mediate or immediate, there is 
no point in blaming VyasatCrtha for not having considered 
them. Madhusiidana liimself makes no reference to Sadinanda^s 
theory and says that of the various defiaitioiis of Ja^atva 
referred to by Vyasatirtha all the rest but Phalavyapytva arc 
sustainable. Tiis passage extracted from the Nym in the footnote 
ante is ample evidence that VyasaUrtha is aware of the Advaita 
position that VjUi is not "kaowlcdge^* strictly speaking and 
has also given a suitable answer to it. In the circujn3tance5> 
the accusation against Vyasat!rthvi that he hits committed an 
error, is itself an error of judgment bom of cofusion of 
chronology. 

Moreover, tie probans of *A*-jnanalva- would turn 
lo be overpervasivc of the .‘^tman. For, if Atman is to be 
conceived as the essence of knowledge, it will have to be 
clarified if it has an objective content or has no such coaient. 
In the former cusc, it has to be specified whether this content 
is its own self or being, as such/ or an ’'other*'. The former is 
not acceptable to the Monist for fear of Svav/ftivlrodha (existing 
in and operating on oneself as subject and object in the same act) 
as pointed out earlier. As the Monist does not admit the 
existence of any other real, there will be no knowledge worth 
speaking of, in the state of freedom. 

It cannot be aigucd/ on the lines of Citsuklia that tho' 
Atman has no knowledge of its owTi being as the objective 
content of such a knowledge, it is open to knowledge in the 


2. Written in 1558 AD. See my HD^V, p. 513. 
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sense of sach Icnowledge as has the iitness to lead to a reference 
{vyavakdra) being made about its pure existence by way of 
direct awareness (sphuravom). Such awareness which is part 
of its own nature and essence capable of facilitating a bare 
reference to be made about its existence and in that sense only 
it is spoken of as the content of such awareness (av^dyatve soti 
o par ok sa ifyavakdrayogyat vn^r). 


This is not conclusive. Tiic knowledge of a jar is also 
precisely of the same nature of being the objective content of 
ihc knowledge which gives rise to some reference being made 
about its existence, (r^wyavahirajarjakatoyd). It cannot be 
said that in respect of the knowledge of the jar, it is transform¬ 
ation of the mind-stuff in the form of the object and/or the 
reflection of consciousness [citpraiiphahna) that constitutes 
knowledge in respect of the jar. The spontaneous awareness 
of personal hai>pinesR as and when it is there 
the cognition of the shelbsilvcr in illusions could not, in that 
case, be regarded as the objective content of their knowledge 
as there is no room for the mind-stuff assuming the form of 
happin:;s5 or of the shell-silver, as a result of the sense organ 
goingto them. For, happiness and shcii-siJver being 
internnl (reals) are not external objects to admit of sensory 
contact leading to the internal modification of the aniahkaratLa^ 
Blit such an objective content in regard to knowledge cannot 
l>e barred in the case of the AtmaTi implicated in the so--ca]led 
Carama-vrtti of thcAdvaita. After all, it is the consciousness 
having ihc jar as its substrate manifested by the Vfltithatis 
termed knowledge. Such a knowledge serves no other purpose 
than that of facilitating the reference to the jar as *'now made 
known^^ So much so, there is practically no difference between 
the form of the knowledge in any of these cases. The only 
difference is that objects like the jar are the content of a 
knowledge which is other than the knowledge, while consclous^ 
ness has Us own being as Us ohjeaive content (in self^awarcnc^^s). 
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If Atmic knowledge conceived as the very essence of Atman 
is comentless, it cannot be designated as ""knowledge"'. For> 
to be devoid of* a content must be defined as having no reference 
to an objective content and not merely the non-existence of the 
object under reference at the time and place of reference, or 
as its absolute non-cxislence. It is thus the inseparable 
character of knowledge to have a content, past, present or 
future. Otherwise, in Moksa which is accepted as the Siminjiwi 
bofrimi of life there will he no shining forth of the pure bliss 
of Atman, in Atmic knowledge. 

If knowledge does not possess the powder of illuminating 
its object, even the insentient jar can be said to have knowledge 
(of itself). Unless Jnana is credited with an inherent capacity 
to illumine its object it cannot be dislinguished from the 
insentient (jaca). A Jarla needs a Cai^anya to illumiTie it* 
// Caiianya needs the help of another Caitanya to illumine its 
own being to itself, i( will be no belter then a Jada. How can 
we call it a ^ceiana' or 'Caitanya', if it cannot illumine its own 
presence, if not of another Cetana or Jadd, even supposing with 
theAdvaitin they do not exist! 

Similarly, there can be no Jnena without reference to a 
"‘knower*'- just as there can be no eating w^itliout some one 
who cats and there is something to eat. jit cannot be held that 
because Alman as the essence of knowledge is uti originated it 
can be said to be without an objective content for its 
svarUpajn^na. If so, a beginningless entity like antecedent 
non-existence (prdgobhSvaj^ the eternal class-esscnccs (jdii)^ 
the beginningless distinction between Jivas and i^^va^a^ the 
existence of anadi-Vedas and Jni\na itself — should all be concei¬ 
vable M'ithout a counterpositive, the existence of particulars, 
relation to the dharmi and pratiyogi of the said distinction, an 
original speaker of the words of the Vedas and thcir expressed 
sense and a base {airaya) and a conient (visaya), respectively. 
Otherwise, the proposition '‘Brabmrji exists^' can not be 
formulated, on the basis of rhe verbal termination of (iipy 
kartarf lakdrah)^ 
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Moreover, knowledge of past entities and God*s knowledge 
need not look up to an object in order to come into being or 
be spoken of as "knowledge". 

That apart, if Atman i« pure knowledge without a specibc 
objective content (whether it embraces the whole of finite 
reality or some particular entity which forms part of it) it can 
never be spoken of as "knowledge" as they are made known 
or conceived {nirupya) thro' the medium of some objective 
content. It must therefore be axiomatically accepted that the 
intrinsic and inalienable character of knowledge is to be 
inconceivable without reference to some ‘‘knower" and a 
"known" which cart be its own self so far as the self-luminous 
-Atman is concerned. 

That %T.pan, again, if Atman is pure kuowiedse without a 
specific objective content, the question will arise if it is to be 
classed as a valid one or purely illusory. If it is valid know¬ 
ledge, AvitljS, Antahkarat-a, etc., which arc intuited by it would 
turn out to be stern realities. It cannot be treated as illusory, 
as Atmajnsna is not generated by jiaws (davjjanya) as illusions 
are. The question cannot be parried by mevely saying that 
knowledge reflected in the Vitti of the mind-stuff is valid while 
that reflected in Avidyavrlti is illusory. This is no answer to the 
straight question as to the intrinsic character of knowledge 
as such. If "knowledge" can be without either of these cliara^ 
cteristics it cannot be counted as knowledge at all. 

■ Jadatvam* as non'Self-luminosity lias already been tvfuled. 
In the same way, it cannot be equated with ‘Anatmatva* or 
non-Atmatva or what docs not come under the genus of .Aimatva. 
For Atman according to Advaita is only one and wo 
cannot speak of the genus of Atmatva so as to dislic- 
guish Jadatva as not pertaining to the genus of Atmatva, Tho' 
the conditioned Atman may be different and many in Advaita 
theory, they fall under the category of the illusory and cannot 
he taken into account. 
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Nor can Aimatva be defined as “blissfulness'^ as contrasted 
witli Jaiiatva, If worldly pleasures arc also ireared as identical 
with Atinic bliss, as in Advaita* and ‘Jadatva' as absence of 
such bliss^ the position would be untenable, as sensory pleasures 
have origination and as such are un-Atmic. If they are still 
identical, with Atma-svarupa, they cannot admit of degrees and 
gradation as has been set forth in the Anandavalli of ihe 
Taiit. Up, as interpreted by Safikara, 


That apart> being devoid of blissfulness is not necessarily 
the determinanl of falsity. 


Nor can Atmatva be equated with egohood, and ‘Javatva‘ 
with its absence. For, the AhamkaraUtlva which is equally 
Jada partakes of the nature of egoheod (in Advaita). Atmatva 
as distinguished from egohood is also without lie ahamtva and 
as such the tlefinjiicn of Jadatva as non-egohood will overlap 
the Atman, 


Nor can Jadatva be defined as what is contradicted, as that 
would be indistinguishable frem the protandtm of Mitiyatva, 
as what is ^‘Mixhya^' is the same as being contradicted {badkya). 
Nor can Jadatva be defined as what is accepted as "Jada'* by the 
Realist. For according to the Realist, Atmatva is synonymous 
with Jnatftva (knowership) and 'Ja 4 iaiva^ is synonymous wiili 
^*not being a knower*^. 


This disposes of the stand taken by the author of the 
Tativasuddhi that Jadatva is aceicratva or absence of sentiency. 
As Acetanatva is rendered as absence of Cctanatva and if 
Cetanatva i s to be viewed as a genus there will he a plurality of 
Cetaiias which is anathema to the Advaita. 


3. Sarfapraiyayaredye ca Brahne^rupe yyamsthite 
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Advaitauddhi rejoins here that knowledge is not necessarily 
organically connccled with a knowable or a knower. Thai 
is not its natural characteristic {s\*abha)fikd), just as the 
genus tho’ made out with the help of'particulars'can 

exist without them sometimes, by virtue of its possessing a 
higher degree of reality than tbc adjuncts which, determine 
their relationship. Being organically connected whth a knower 
and a knowabk cannot be defined either in terms of being 
generated by the knowable or concomitant with ii, either 
temporally or spatially. The first condition cannot be asserted 
of mediate knowledge or God's knowledge. Temporal 
concomitance cannot be afTirmed of Ja las and Vyaktis, Their 
spatial concomitance is all the more unthinkable, as a rule, 
Nor can it be insisted that there is such concomitance in our 
direct sense-perceptions. We do not deny it. But Atmic 
knowledge is not produced by the senses. It cannot be objected 
to this that if such Vyapti is not coxiQcdtd in respect of immediate 
knowledge, the perception of the Anjr)facQniya^s\\'^"t in 
perceptual illusion cannot be explained, as the illusory silver 
is held to be generated then and there. The cognition of the 
illusory silver has been identified by us as “Anirvacaniya” for 
this very reason that its immediacy cannot be traced to any 
other source. 

If being organically related to a knower and a knowable 
is understood as being due to its being produced by the knower^ 
it will not be true of God’s knowledge. Wc shall soon be 
establishing the transcedental character of knowledge. If it is 
Viewed as concomitance with the know^cr that is not a necessary 
condition for just a$ it can exist without being produced by 
the knower, it can also exist without inhering in a knower. 
As jhana is not a quality or an activity, it caDnot be inferred 
to be abiding in a substance. In the proposition ^‘Brahman 
exists’’ {astf. brahma) the verbal termination (ti) of the predicate 
does signify agency m respect ofexisScnce as its existence 
is eternal. The termination ti in asAt is merely intended to make 
it conform to the grammatical requirement (sadhutvartha). 

10 
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In repty to the .idvait^^iddlil, here, the Tarar^iui points out 
that iho'the genus as such may endure in Pralaya without 
ihc particulars also existing side by side, it still remains oriented 
iupCirakta) with the idea of its consituent particxilars in the mind 
of God, So ilicre is no problem here. It is not the Realist’s 
contention that knowledge being inconceivable without an 
objective content is also necessarily eiihcr spatially or lempprally 
e^ncomitaut with its objecL According to him, it merely 
consists in the cognition being oriented by the idea of the 
object of a direct kno\Ylec!gc or inconceivable wjthoiu being so 
oriented- It is in this sense knowledge of a negation 
iablidva) or resemblance (sfuirsyr/) presupposes ihc know¬ 
ledge of their correlatives The same holds good in respect of 
the Advaiiin’s thesis of Jiva-Brahma-Aikya which is inconcei¬ 
vable without reference to the correlates. But^ for that reason 
it docs mean that Aikya is ciilicr generated by tiic Jiva 
or is temporally concomitant with Jjvahood - which will not 
be true of the state of Mok^a. Spatial concomitance of Aikya 
and Jivaiva is hardly true here and now. If Jiva and B. are 
not the necessary correlates of their oneness, all the trouble 
taken to establish it would be love's loboilost. 

has defined -karta' t^he agent) in bis Karakapra- 
karaija as Svatanirah kand - one possessing independence of 
agency in respect of the action initialed by him to achieve 
something or keep and develop something. Tt stands to reason 
that the Supreme Being as the One Independent Reality is 
competent and capable of realising all that it chooses to do 
iVuitfuHy-as Ihc author of creation, maintenance and 
dissolution of the world of mailer and souls-^ When it is 
therefore possible for ns to lindersland the verbal termination in 
the griiti's prenouncernent God exists), semantically 


4- {Paramrirthatah :>dstradrstyd iu sanaira liyardpeksatvam 
dpcidyantdnam na pardnudyote S. B. 15,23 3)- 
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also in a dcLip phuoiohical sense, ^ ix is hardly proper to treat 
the termination (Ji in asti) as merely intended to abide by the 
forznal rule of grammar that neither a grammatical base (prr^.CTfi) 
nor a termination (prtiiyay<2) should be used without the ether. 

The author of A-Sukihi has fiirlhcr contended that Brahmic 
or Stmic knowledge is knowledge pure and simple falling 
(ju'^nidc the scope of both valid and invalid knowledge like 
Cffd's knoy\icdgc in th6> Nyaya school. 

He has argued that according to the Nyaya system God's 
kri-cwicdgc cannot be brought under valid knowledge (prama)- 
As being eternal {ni:ya) it cannot be produced by 
specific factors of validity called s^una^t. Nor can 
it be classed as invalid know'ledgc (bhrama) as it is not produced 
by Haws (dom). Similarly, what is known as Nirvikalpakajnana 
or indeterminate knowledge, arising at the first blush of cogni¬ 
tion in Nyaya philosophy.6 falls outside the scope of both 
valid and invalid knowledge, as it does not conform to the 
definition of Prania or error as accepted by the Naiysyikas. 
For prairul according to the Nyiiya school is what cognises truly 
the given thing as possessed of modes by which it is qualified. 
(tadvafitatprakarakatva) . And NirvikalpajnSna as its very name 
shows is nii^prakaraka not faking the modes into account). 
Erroneous knowledge is defined as the reverse of valid know¬ 
ledge as Tcidabhi'ralt totprakarakaivani. Thus also involves the 


5. Cf. Madhva’s rendering of as~mi as Asti scrvacid asii iii 
meyofn and Meyat)^e pakdraprcdarictnaya sabdah. 

bringing out this truth in his gloss on M's Brh Up. Bh3$ya 
((1, 4, 10) by Raghavendra, For further details see my 
Brh. Up. from McidhvQ\s Perspective DVSR Foundation, 
Bangalore 19S8), 

(:. Madhva philosophy does net accept the existence of any 
Nirvikalpakajnna • at all, fn this it differs vitally from 
Nydya Realism. 
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coinprehension of modes, tho* wiongly. Hence, Kirvikalpajriana 
is oi^tside the scope of both Prama and hhrama. 

MadhuSadana continues — we are however prepared to 
admit that all dclermhiate knowledge produced by the senses 
and their contact with their objects falls under the category of 
one or the other of the tw^o types of knowledge, the valid and 
the cLfoneous, depending on their contribiitory factors of 
ox.dina, 13ut Almic knowledge, by its very nature is different 
from both. \i is pure all the same. 


In its reply to the above, the Tatanghji points out that 
MadhusGdana's assessment of the nature of lsvaraj?^5na in 
Nyaya philosophy, as falling outside the scepe of both Prenm 
and Bhrama is wrong. The Tarkika position is this. ^^Prantdtva'" 
as such Is not delimited by being produced by any 

author of TattvGCintdamnl (Gungc^a TJpad- 
hyaya) has categorically put it. This means that it is only each 
scperate distinctive specimen of valid knowledge generated by 
appropriate means that is produced by relevant gunas^ But 
there is no single Gu7\g (common to all Fraftids) running thro’ 
all of them and producing their validity embracing all the 
difTerent types of valid knowledge such as Fratykso^ anumiti and 
.^abda pramu.'^ 


Therefore God’s knowlege, in spite of iiswo/ being produced 
at all or not produced by Guoas, is entitled to be accepted as 
Prama in the sense of not being produced by any Raws (Joja- 
ajanyetvena). It cannot therefore be placed outside the pale 
of both valid and invalid knowledge, as Madhusudana Sarasvati 
would ha\*c it. It is for this reason that the veteran NaiySyika 
Udayanlcarya has hailed that Idvarajniiia is Pratyaksa-pram* 
dnam, by reason of God being the abode (d^raya) of valid 




(Mapi) 
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knowledge, which is of the nature of eternal immediacy. ® 
And it is for this very reason that the has held that the 

property of Prameiyatva (of every thing being knowablo {prameya) 
is a univcral affirmative - {kevalanvayl) like abhidhi^yafvcm 
{namability) because all that is Prameya is opeii to God’s 
immediate perception. 

In regard to Nirvikalpakujnuna the Logicians have held 
that the definition of Ptam^ (as Tadvofi ia/ptakomkutvajf:) though 
not applicable to Nirvikalpakajana is only a working definition 
conducive to forth-right unhesitating responnive activity for alj 
pragmatic purposes, as Nirvikalpakajnana is insufficient for 
such activity the’ it is valid enough in its own sense. The 
validity of Nirvikalpajnana as Prama therefore consists in being 
a valid experience Yathartha-anuhhuvah in. the primary sense of 
the tenu. 

It is therefore the /l-^iWAi’^eonicutiori that Ivvarajuana and 
Nifvikalpajnana are both outside the pale of Framii (and 
brahma) that is opposed to Prama^as and is a piece of ^'logical 
arrogance’* ^ . 

The A-Siddhi has also confejided that the relation between 
knowledge and its objects can only be a superimposed one and 
not intrinsic to it. Refuting this the Tarangit^i points out that 
were it so, the Caramavrtii (final psychosis) in Advaita cannot 
have the Suddhacaitanya as the content of its revelation. It 
cannot be said that the relation of the knowledge in tlie form 
of the Caramavrtii with the pure consciousness reflected in it is 


3rer 

To put it in the words of Dr, Narain^ used elsewhere on 
p. 127 of his book. 
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also superimposed and not a real one. For, the reflection of 
pure C{t in the Caramavriti will be absolutely necessary to 
terminate the Nescience about the Sudifhadt (screenii^g it). 
It is not w'itbiD the competence of the mere Vrtti to remove slcIi 
original nescience. Otherwise, one can dispense with ifee 
reflection of the Cit in the aniahkara^a Vilti (phcJavy^ipyciva) in 
the revelation uf a jar or the like to perception and 1st the 
antahkarata-vjtti itself account for the perception, if it is 
objected that any acceptance of the reflection of the Cit in the 
Caramavrtti would make it fyiithya^ there is no other alternative 
for the Advaitin than to drop paalaYydpyaira as one of the 
grounds of MdhyLtva- To make the relation between kn<jw- 
ledgo and its object of content riiereiy superimposed (wiihout 
being real) would fail to account for the knowledge of super¬ 
sensible objects ibrougli mediate cognition, as the supersensible 
reals {being supcrsemlhle) cannot make themselves {objects or 
any such supcrimpoeitions. 
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Paricchlnnatva (Finitude) 


The tliitd reason by which the world's falsity is inferred by 
the Advaita school is its finitude. Vyasatirtha naturally asks 
whether the finitude is in terms cf space and by the 

existence of other emiiies, besides. Circumscription by time 
and space (as wili be shown presently) cannot be made out in 
respect of Time and Space. The Advaitin’s Nescience which ii 
considered to be the material cause of aU pervasive Space 
and Time caTinot be limited by space and time. Ajniina as 
the veil (dvarava) enveloping the all-pervasive Brahman us its 
object of obscuration must indeed he equally xmlimited, which 
leaves UsS with more than one unlimited entity, so that the 
Advaita-Brahman IS ffo/ the one and only imUmited. TheshclU 
silver negated in its own substrate for all time by the Apper- 
ceiving Self cannot be limited by time and space, lest 

it should come back to life. The nntraccable ^ruti Akiiiuvat 
sarvagataica jMtyah i ) cited by iiankara in his BSB. 

11. 3.4, describing B. as aB-pervasive and eternal ^Akiaia* ^ 
con firms the denial, all-j/ervasive character oj Texts 

like the mortal become immortar’ {Kv,th(t 2JJ5) '*Sat 

alone existed in the beginning {Chan, up* V 1. 2. 11) ‘'Release is 
attained only after realising There in the Beyond, if every¬ 
thing were to be Atman * iBrah. Up, ii.4.14) attest the 
unbounded character of Time and Space and their existence 
in the released state of the souls. 

Akdiena Brahma sarvagataiva-nityatfdhhydni upamimdna. 

Akd^asydpi tau dharmatt sucayaii (S. BSB-ii. 3,4). 
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The Sruti '‘From that Atman^ Aka^a was born*' Tain, Up. 
ii, 1) has reference to the genesis of elemental .Ika^a (bhUifrtkaia) 
and iwf to empty space (AvyafcrtdfcddaJ The existence of 
two kinds of Akasa (akaiadvaitam) has been authentically 
established by rheSiitrakara in the Viyadadhi. (B*S. ii.3. 1-7) * . 

Space and Time must c'x hypothesi be unbounded iv 
\elve\<. If we deny this, there will be great logical dif&culty in 
conceiving of a boundary to finite space and time. We shall 
have to recognise more time and further space beyond 
them - which will lead to a regression. 

The very predicaiion, '^liere is no space” Aow there is no 
time” will be self-conlratlictcry* The limit sought to be 
impoi>ed on Space and Time by circumscribing them within 
certain bounds of space and Time would lead to the conclusion 


2. Tiie distinction made by M. between Bhutakaaa and 
Avylkrtakaia is a remarkabh advmcemeni of (houghi In 
Vedanta philosophy^ if we consider George Thibaut's com¬ 
ment in the Tatroduction to his Tr. of S/s BSB that 
‘^Vedantins do not clearly distinginsh'btX’^'tzrx empty spcce 
and on exceedingly fine matter filling all space which, 
however attenuated, is yet one of the material elements 
and as such belonds to the same category as air, fire and 
water”. {SBE Sericr, 38, VoK 11, p, 3, fn. 1). See my 
BSPC, Vol /;/. pp. 125 - 140) 

3. Nym-^Tg points out that creation of Avy^kjia-Aka^a 
(empty space) is mentally inconceivable. Texts like 
Aka^as Sambhdtah (Taitt. Up,) have therefore to tc 
understood in a restricted sense of referring to Bhuidkasa. 
The clear statement of the Sruti likening the eternal and all 
pervasiveness of B, to that of Akoi'a enables us to restrict 
the text of the Taitt. Up, to the genesis of elemental 
Aka4a, 
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that B. exists at soj[rL& place and time m Am'and nAe/j there is 
no space or lime, which would be unthinkable. 

Time and Space cannot be negated in their own observed 
loci^ by themselves as that would be sclf-oontradictory* If 
10 overcome this difficulty, some more time and space is to be' 
assumed as the foci of such negation {ninodhopadhi) it would 
only lead to the assumption of yet more time and space beyond 
them. If those too are similarly supposed to be limited some, 
where and at some time, there will be an endless regression. 
Hence Space and Time must be recognised as Aparicchinna 
(unbounded) with the obvious consequence that the probans of 
finitude in favor of Mithyatva would be asiddha (net established). 

Universal experience that space is everywhere, Time is there 
always and of "'prior time'' and so on proves that Space and 
Time arc by nature, self-abiding and self-differentiating 
{syaniniifiakd)^ like knowability {prameyatva) which js a 
universal aflirmative and knowabic in its turn, as established by 
Dharmigrahakapram d tia. 

If absolute negation of what is ^'Mithya'* in its perceived 
base is not unbounded by time and space, it w^ould lead to the 
resurgence of the counter-positive. 

Limitation by Space and Time^ qualifying for Mithyatva 
cannot be the same as existence at one time and place^ as that is 
not suflicient reason to argue that such things are open to nega¬ 
tion for all time, as required by the concept of Mithyatva (in 
terms of Svanipefia traikslikani§edhapratiyogitvam). A thing 
may exist at a given place and time, without being there at 
all times and places. Such inability of that thing is not a proof 
of its ‘unreality* where and when it does actually exist. 

Existence at a particular time and place (ekakdlikolvamdiram) 
cannot be construed as merely appearing to he presented to 
11 
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co^niiion^ as so existing. Such a presentation is common to the 
sbcll-silver also, which will not make it a ^^rear’-likc things 
actually in existence for a lime and at a given place. If the 
qualifying adjunct ‘‘‘only’* {matram) iu ekakdISJimatrasattvam 
should signify only its cognitive impression to that effect, 
without involving the thing's actual existence at the given time 
and place, such a position is not acceptable to the Realist — and 
a probans should be acceptable to both the parties, if being 
merely open to cognitive impression as existing at a given lime 
and place is to be credited with ‘Vyavaharikasatya’ itw'ould 
not be true of the Pritibhasika shell-silver, which, in spite of 
such amenability to figure in a cognitive impression as so existing, 
is not admitted to be Vyavaharika. If the existence of given 
things in particular time and place is to be made the sole 
ground of their non-cxistcncc at other times or places, it will 
be highly preposterous and opposed to Pramainas. On the 
contrary, the existence of things at a given time and place may 
understandably justify presumption of their existence 
tly also at another time and pUcc-nornially speaking. Othciwisc, 
being void of ail characteristics (nirdkarntaka). Brahman too 
cannot be said to exist in a PEramarthika sense or aspect. 

The conienlion of Viicaspati Misra that what is existent 
{Sat) must necessarily be existent everywhere and at all time 
and conversely what is sometimes and somewhere non-existent 
must necessarily be non-existent everywhere and at all times can 
only be treated as a slavish repetition of a‘Buddhist’stunt. 

Some Advaita thinkers have denned limitation by space as 
being in contact with all tangible entities {sarvamnnadravya 
sarnyogitvam) or not being the substrate of Faramamahatpafimdna^ 
The Advaitic Brahman which is ^'Asanga*' unattached would 
easily come under this definition. Limitation by other entities 
{yasiniah^ parlccheda) is the same as being different from another. 
As no real difference is admitted in Advaita. there can be no 
limitedness to far as the world itself is concerned. It will be 
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established in its proper context that the insulation of B. from 
all that is anrta, ja^a, ontavat must be admitted to be real, in 
which case B, too will come under the category of the 
Paricchinjia. 

Mandana Mi^ra has formulated a syllogism to prove that 
objects like jas are all superimposed on the Sat or existential 
aspect of Brahman, because thefy are all presented Co knowledge 
as shot thro’ with the aspect of ‘being’ (sat) - c.g, the jar exists^ 
the cow exists ^ San ghatah san patah) like the reflected images 
of the moon in the waves of a pond» The analogy is inappiOr 
priate. Wo make predications like Hhe maimed cow’ the 
hornless cow* {Khando gauh Mur,do But the limbs put in 

apposition arc not superimposed on cowness. Particulars may 
be shot thro’with the idea of the genus, according to some 
thinkers. But the particulars (vyakti) in themselves are not 
superimposed on it. 

It is impossible to agree with the Advaitin's farfetched 
theory that a formless Brahman, lying obscured and covered 
by beginningless nescience and is further held to be knowable 
only thro’ ^istra is brought within the range of cvery-body's 
visual perception (aparoksa) in the day to day perceptions of 
ghat ah swt, patch san. 

As a matter of fact, that ^Sat’ revealed in San ghatah etc., 
is not Brahman but the existence pertaining to the particulars 
themselves connected with those judgments - just as in other 
judgments such as the jar jb impermanent, the cloth is imper¬ 
manent (^anirya) the predications are adjudged tarefertothc 
particulars themselves and not to Bi 

It cannot be argued that though intrinsically not open to 
perception, it is conceivable that B. is perceived in judgments 
like San ghatah^ San patah just as the planet Rahu is perceived 
as delimited by the Moon. By the same token, Akitfa too as 
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delimited by the attribute of sound should be open to perception 
by the ear. The bluish hue of Rahu, unpcrceivable due to vast 
distance from the earth comes to be lit up by its vicinity to the 
Moon's bright whiteness of light. There is no case for any 
Adhvasa in any of these experiences. 

Answering the objection raised by Vyasatirtba that 
particulars are not superimposed on the universals and that 
thercf(5rc such judgments as die jar exists, the cloth exists 
cannot be construed as establishing that //the /5/ic5rofB., 
the substrate of super-imposition of the jar, or the cloth that 
is exposed to perception there, in terms of the distincts, patticula- 
dsed, the vauthor of the Advaitasiddhi goes to the extent of 
saying That he is not prepared to recognise the existence of any 
class-essence {Jdti) ofcowncss. horseness etc,, abiding in the 
particulars of the class per sc {satsanranya). He explains 
further that even if such c!ass^essences arc admitted, there is no 
need to invest then with such general characteristic of mani¬ 
festing the pacticulars. The pure jsmss {satsHmanya) of B. at 
qualified by the particulars can maaifest the said claBs-esscnce, 
even as the particulars themselves can do so without particip¬ 
ating in a comm on class-essence, on the basis of possessing 
similar adjuncts of coy/s possessing a dewlap etc. 


Dismissing this explanation, the author of the Tarangini 
points out that there is no justification to reject the existence of 
class-esscncei (lati) running thro^ various particulars of a class, 
to account for referring to them as particulars belonging to a 
given category. There is no need to replace it by the bare 
isness (saisimanya) of B. The Satssmanya of B. as qualified 
by the particulars cannot operate as the basis of reference to 
particular cows or others as participating in a class-essence, 
unless these particulars are themselves related to dififereot 
species and act as qualifying adjuncts of the Satsaminya (which 
is B.). There will be no point in saying that the acceptance 
of the class-csseacc is unnecessary. If the sfitsaminya is unrelated 
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lo the class-essences according to the exigencies of reference, 
anything at random can he said to be manifested by the 
satsdm^nyes. 

Rejecting the contention of Vyasatirtha that Ajnana too 
in its turn will have to be invested with unlimited pervasion 
m space and time in order to be able to veil the all-i>ervaditig 
B. from the dawn of creation till the end of its disappearance 
^dsamstiram), Madhasudana Sarasvali argiies that it is not 
B, in its essential aspect of pure being {sad-dtmaka) which 
is enveloped by oeginningless Ajnaiia (Mtila-^ajndna) but 
only by the power of that ignorance which is delimited by the 
particular object such as a pot or a pan 
so that there is no impediTnent to Brahman's shining fotth after 
the removal ' of such particularised nescience ihro’ such 
perceptions, as 50/1 gheiah, san pat ah. 

The .4-Sukihi has also argued that there is no difliculty 
whatever in U,’s becoming perceivable thro" the visual 

organ in spile of B.’s being formless l"or, only 

objects open to perception by particular sense organs have to 
depend on their help. But the Advaita Brahman is grasped 
and is graspable by all the sense organs. 

Rejecting these explanations, the Tarungim poiiils out 
that as B. has been proclaimed to be hy unmanifested,* 

in various ^rutis and Smtlis, it cannot possibly be known thro* 
any of our material senses, - let alone the eye. As a matter 
of fact, even SaXtd or esse of a given thing is known by 


2 . See; Parastasmattu bhavo'nyo Avyakto vyaktdt- 
sanJtanah) (Giuviii, 20) 

3. I^’drayaitab Faro'yynktdt (S. GB. Introd) 

Na caksusapasyati ka^canainam (KathaUp.iii 2.9.) 
Na sMndrse iisfhati rupam asya (ii,3,9) 
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pacticular sense organs endowed with the requisite capacity 
to grasp it. Otherwise, if B.'a satta can be perceived by 
the rWri^ar, there will be no need to make so much ado 
about J'aravidyi by which alone B. U said to be knowable, 
{Mund. Up. i. 1. 4). 


By making such a claim that B. is graipable by all our 
indriyaa (saryendriyagrShjcm tu scdrUpin; brehtre) tie author 
of ASiddhi has practically knocked off the bottom of 
the primise of perceivaMlity or perceptibility {driyatva) as 
drg vi§ayatvu in favor of the world's *M\thydtva\ 
The counter-example of Time being perceived in spite of its 
being formless is also inappropriate as Time is perceived 
only by the Apperceiving self (Sak?i), ^ 

Adverting to the other argument of the ASiddhi that it 
is not the Mula-Ajnina that veils the B. from becoming 
manifest, but the separate Ajninas whose power is delimited 
by particular entities {gkajsdyavacchinnaiaktyajnanam) which 
is lifted after the operation of the Vftti so that the underlying 
CcUartya is revealed to visual perception in terms of Ghaih son, 
patus son, the TarangiKi shows its inadeqacy. for it is 
admitted in Advaiia that the existential aspect {sedatmakatva) 
of B. is one, absolutely indivisible, indistinguishable essence 
with B. takhaf}daikarasa) with its blissful aspect. Consc’ 
quently, when the veil of nescience over the existential aspect 
of B. is rent asunder, by the Vftti, both the existential 
aspect, and the blissful aspect should shine forth in full blaze 
after the GhatadyovGchinnaiaktyajndna has been lifted. 
But such is not the case. 

This confirms the point raised by Vyisaiirtha that it is (he 
Mhla-ajnsna that is obscuring the true nature of B, inwall its 
aspects and that in order to be able to do so it must also be 
deemed to be equally coextensive {apcricchinna) with B. in time 
and space and that there is no escaping this conclusion - which 
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if accepted, would lead to the asiddhi (non-cstablishecneBs) of 
the probans of Paricchinnatva, in respect of Ajnana itself** 

Another argumeni of the A^Siddhl is that our sense organs 
are needed only in the perception of substances, B, is not a 
substance. The Turan^im rejects this by pointing out that the 
Mrutis which speak of B. as not grosser subtle, only signify 
that B. has no material diTnen&ions like objects of the world 
but is not on that account void of its own transempirical 
measures* This is evident from iJrutis like— 

Mahantant tibhum dtmdnam (K.atha li* 1,4) 

Esa r>vihdn aja dima (Brh. up. IV, 4, 22) 

Esa atmd antarhrdaye jydyan 

Sarvam samdpnosi tato asi sarvah (GitaXI*4U) 

AKdiayat sarxagatadca nityah (q. S. 3SB) 

Tt canuol be objected that if B. is a substance it cannot be 
of the essence of knowledge and bliss. There is no impedirnent 


3. Madhusudana is hound to accept chat Avidydnfvnti in Laio 
leading to liueration cannot be secured by the partial or 
spasmodic lifting of the veil of ignorance and the manifesLatioa 
of the pot*Iimited Caitanya or cloth delimited Caitanya, but by 
the final and out and oul removal of MQla-Avidyi. That is tfae 
point Vyasatirtha ia driving at, when he uses the words 
Usamsdram ajndndvrtanu Hence, it is necessary to go beyond 
fractional Ajnanas. And this Mula-Ajnftna has necessarily to 
be conceived as unlimited in time and space like B. It is not 
proper on the part of the A-Siddhf to side-track the issue, for¬ 
getting the fact accepted by veterans of its own school such as 
Surefvara - AvidySstamayo mokrah (Sureivara) 
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to it if we consider Jnana and Cincrtda too of B. to be the sub^ 
stance of its bciiiff. 

The A. Siddki has also contended that even conceding that 
B. is a substance the visual organ can be said to depend on tbe 
object in question having a form (rupam) where its characteristic 
of dravya!\a ia of the same order of reality as the substance 
{dharmi)^ dravyatvaj even if admitted, is of a /mv^r 

order of reality than the subsiautive. Hence, the visual perception 
ofB. in san gkafah etc is not barred by its being devoid of 
form. 

In reply to this the Tarangini points out that the drayyatva 
of B. cannot be treated as of a less order of reality than B, (the 
dharml) before it is fully established that ihe world and its cate» 
goricsof thought, such as drayyatva are kalpita (imaginary). 
But the Advaitin has yet to establish the imagined character of 
the world. So no argument based on higher and lower orders 
of reality is of any probative value until the thesis of Mithyitva 
of the world is concbosively established. 

Is it not A pity that while claiming to be the Aupanisadam 
Dareanam, Advai^a should have been pressurised into rejecting 
the competence of its CaraTnavrtti to reveal the Suddha-Brahman 
which amounts to an open rebuff of Yajhavalkya's pronounce¬ 
ment in the Brh,lJp Atma vA are dra§tavyah ^zoiAvyo mantavyo 
nididhyasiiavyah (IV, 5.6) proclaiming that intensive introspcc# 
tion is the highest means of direct perception oT Aunan. There 
are a good many other texts in the Upani$ads which confirm the 
possibility of a direct perception of the highest Brahman (albeit 
with its grace), 

Cf, Bhidyate hrdayagranthih chidyanie sarvasam- 
dayah tasmin drste pardvare (Mundaka IL2,8) 

Driyate tvagrayd huddhya Suk^ntayd Suksmadar- 
dibhih (Katha i, 3. 12) 

Jndtum dra^mm ca tattvena prave^tum ca (Gits xL 54) 



CHAPTER XII 


SATTVANIRUKTI : 

Criterion of Reality 


After tile complete refutation of the thesis of I-alstiy of the 
world (lagan mithyitva) in all ita bearings, Vyfisatirtlia turn* 
to the exposition of the Siddh&nta position in regard to its 
reality and the relevant issues connected witli it. These include: 
(i) the primacy of Perception {Pratyak^a) culminating in tlic 
concept of Sak^i-pratyaki-a as the basis and final standing 
ground (jipajivyci’^piumana') and the final arbiter of the 
validity of all knowledge and means of proof including 
Scriptural deliverances, when and where they appear to be in 
conflict with tested Pratyakja and personal anubhava of the 
Sakji, the Apperceiver of all (ii) the queslion of the future 
stultifiability (JbhSivibidha) of consolidated human cxprience of 
the vivid joys and sorrows of life (iii) questions relating to the 
contradictability of sound Pratyakja by Inference and by the 
supposed identity texts {Kbhedu li ruths) of scripture and 
(v) the most inteiesting and vital queition of the competence 
of Perception (including Sakji) to grasp the uncontradictable 
reality iparamarthika saiyatva) of the world and its %'alues and 
many side-issues connected with the problem. 


Criterion of Reality 

It must be borne is mind that as tlte Advaita philosophy 
does not believe in the factual reality of the world, but only 
in the sole reality of a single subject-objectless universal undiffe¬ 
renced {akhap^a) consciousness, it has quietly consigned the 
world of experience to the domain of the “false’'. However, as 
12 
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a concession to weak minds and practical life, it haa formulated 
a theory of three orders or levels of reality known as •'Satta- 
tralvidhya"*, coasir.itig of the Param5rtaika (the highest truth as 
siichK the Vy3vaUarik:a (truth from the practical angle and 
somm:jn-sense point of view) and Pratibhasika or the 
truth of illusory objects of dreams and illusions of the auake 
in the rope type - the last two falling under the wider classifica- 
tioa of VllthyStva, as earlier discussed, in the last analysis. 

This doctrine of Sattitraividhya has been dheussed and 
refuted by Vyasatirtha in the proper context {Nym. i. 67.) as 
baseless and unsustainable. The refutation of the world** 
Mirhyatva in the preceding part will be seen to take away the 
pith of the socalied Vyivaharika-real. The Pritihljasika-rcal 
has n;i practical interest. As the Realist philosophy slarls with 
the foundalional concept of *‘Pramftna‘’ as consucing in what is 
*‘YathSriham'’ (true to its content) and as it believes in the 
existence of both eternal and non-eternal entities, principles and 
substances aal properties in the economy of the world-structute 
its conception of "'reality'* has necessarily to be consistent with 
these data and what is due to both of them. It should thus be 
clear thit as neither the eternal nor the non-eternal in existence 
can be "'falsc'^ and unreal epistcmoiogically or ontologically, its 
criterion of reality has necessarily to be consistent with those 
data and what is due to them - irrespective of their eternality or 
impermanence, sentiency or intentiency^ if Philosophy and 
philosophising should be fair, impartial and true to facts, 
iJrutis, Smrti^i and Sutras like Nliyo nitySn^m (Kalha up, II 2-13) 
TikuJavat sarvagata^ ca ?iilyah {Q. byS), Ala evaca nityatvam 
(8.S, i-3“29) Sitrgcpl nopajayantc, Fralaye na vyathanti ca 
(Gita XIV, 2). Nacah'a m bhavhyanmh sarve vayam atah param 
(Gita ii 12), underline this truth. 

A just and comprehensive criterion of‘reality’ must take 
noie of both these aspects seriously and not play hide and seek 
with its responsibity. 
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This has been done by \hQ founder of the Dvaita school of 
Vedanta in terms of anaropitam (pramittvl^ayah) uiiiwm ~ 
that the •Tcal^' and true is what is adjudged to be not superim¬ 
posed and presented to valid knowledge as existing in time and 
space in s'Uu* It is easy enough to see that what is established 
by valid knowledge as actually existing in space and time cannot 
be said to be liable to ‘'contradictjon'' and be annulled at any 
other time or place as not having hem in acim! cxistciKo at the 
lin\e and place in which it had been experienced as so existing — 
Y^voddveditasya sativarn or the acEual cxisten l t of such aspects 
as arc actually perceived by a person according to the extent of 
his capacity and understanding and other conditions governing 
the rapproachetnent to the object -- Yad yadde^akaaiyoh yatha- 
pratiiam tasya taddesa-kalayoh tath^tvmn^ or the actual existence 
of an entity with reference to a spatio-temporal setting in the 
manner perceived with reference lo that setting. It is a different 
matter if some of them or some of the aspects of an entity 
do not exist for e\er^ Ceasing to exist at a future date or place 
Ais not to he confounded with ''contradiction**. The term 
‘'contradiction'" has suffered much abuse and unwarranted 
manipulation, philosophically^ for wrong ends, at the hands of 
the Advaita school to suit ils own objective of pushing the 
world of experience and ils values into the limbo of the unreal^ 
with a flatteriag label and sugar-coating of Vy£vah2rikasatyaj 
But the naked truth i$ that what is Vy^vahsrika is in principte 
and in substance, liable to *'sub3aiion” or negation of existence 
with reference not only to the fuiure^ but to the past and the 
present as weU—B^ the sublalion {Mdkd) extends to and includes 
the period of Vyavahira also in all conscience. This crucial 
point has been fully elicited and brought cut by Vyesatirtha 
from the lips of the txathot of the AdvaIleslddhi hum-itlf —in 
answer to his searching question (ts we have already seen).: 

3n^, !T7*IITO|5» f 3?;?%, ¥Utrr | 

(Nym.) 
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■u- 

’T^^: ?TfjT^afn=5- 

*nTWj i 

(A. Siddhi, p* 26) 

WhcUicr the staUificatiaa wliicli o:cl\:s later rcsciaclii the 
oxisteace of the object evm wl!h re/iraKc to the' time (andplace) 
at which it ii :/i apprehended^ or only yt\lh reference to a sabscqu- 
cat period? la the first case, how could it be credited with any 
validity at all ? la the latter casc^ the thing presented to 
cognition could only be deemed to be impermanemf, which h 
not the same a-; being fuls-j or unreal fmirhyH) ! 

Madhusudana ‘5 reply to this straight question is 
astouiiclingiy breath-hiking. **We Advaitins do not accept any 
validity in the sense of uncoutradictability or uncontradictedness 
for knowledge of ihe external world produced by Perception. 
We do admit that the negation (or sublation) —when 
it arises, applies to the entity with reference to the very time 
also at which it was anprchsndci. {Op» Cit. p. 26). This 
should make it clear, to the meanest intelligence, thatjthe 
socallcd Vyavaharika pruma^y^t bestowed by thCjAdvaitin^on 
the world if a mere enphemisr/u 

The same point has been emphasised by Kumarila Bhatta 
also in connection with his denunciation of the doctrine of 
two-^fold reality adumbrated by the Buddhist philosopher 
Nagirjuaa - in his Madhyamaka Kdrikd. 

e 

Wf^ ^ 'l?:qTOcT: I 
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when he says: 

;FTcm %IT ^ %??TclI?TT ? 

^ WmTTJl 

^5srJTt'4gq?iTm> i 

This docs not mean that the Dvaita philosopher 
has no impeccable criterion of reality applicable to 
the world and to the supreme Being alike. Since the 
Advalta has designated the world of experience ai 
Mithya and reserved the title of ^TCal’* to B, alone, the aim of 
Dvaita philosophy Ins been lo establish for the world a criterion 
of reality which would be on a par with that of B. as their L.C,M. 
so far as (their) it is not the claim 

or contention of Dvaita that because the world of matter and 
souls is **iear’ and that there is no mistake or error about it 
is also of the same or equal ^mtus with B. in ali of ita 

sovereign attributes of infinite magnitude. It has been uncom¬ 
promising in standing up for the sovereign independence of B. 
(more than even the Ramanuja school) ns the one and only 
Independent Reality or principle which is res comphta - complete 
in itself, determined entirely by itself and capable of being 
explained entirely by itself - in the Spinozislic sense of the tcrin. 
All the rest, be it matter or souls, has been placed in the 
category of the *‘depeadcni reality*' ( paratanira-prameya )— 
dependence, however, not being equivalent to unreafiiy. It it one 
thing to designate the world of uame and form as Paratantra 
and quite another to stigmatise it as ‘'MithyS*' in the sense of 
what has no real eiistence, at any time or place in the past, 
pres-nt and future (iraikalikamsedhaprotiyogi) in its locus. 

1. cf. Madhva also. 
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In his prefatory remarks in the section on the criterion of 
reality (sartmfivnfkti; Vyisatiftha emphasises this crucial 
pomt— 

Tava dtmani \ut satyam tad eveha mama and quotes 
Siicarya*s words— 

?7R?! ^r^S^T: aT5?T fqt55|qcllfcr i 

(Vadaratnavi/ii) 

‘To us the reality of the world is of the tame kind as- 
Brabman^s. 

Th^ Advailasicliihl resorts to a grave misrepresentation of 
the meaning and inicnticn of this statement of the iV>m when it 
comes out wilb a piece of misplaced raillery^ that this would put 
the Realist in the same unenviable position of the suitor to the 
hand of a fair maiden, answering the question put to him by 
her father as to w^hat his gotra is when he says ‘*it is the same 
as yours. Sir'’, For, there can. be no valid marriage (in the old 
Hindu law) if the bride and her groom arc of the same Goira !! 

Apart from his bad joke, Madhusudana also argues that if 
the world should have the same reality as B, /V ivwW cease to be 
real. 


The pulls up the author of the .4, SUidhi for his 

misunderstanding of the Dvaita itaod (bhava-anavabodhat). He 
cxp1ams-‘*When w^e say the world has the same kind of reality 
(yadr^am) as B. (not the same reality - mark it) - as in Ovaila 

HTrrfT I 

(Op, cit. p, 21 j 
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philosophy no two reals can have the same identical property* 
but only similar ones) wc mean only this that the kind of reality 
which is opposed to Mithyatva^ conveyed by the designation of 
Brahman as “Satyam’' in the v^rutis and is accepted without 
demur by the Advaitin, is accepted by us, in respect of the 
world— in terms of ‘U-,ol heinif Mithya' on the evidence of our 
perception of objects as san ghalah, ian pctiah'’ (the jar is real, the 
cloth is real). This should put the record straight. 

At this stage, the .4. Hiddhi rejoins that according to Advaila. 
Brahman’s reality consists in being of the nature of pure con¬ 
sciousness, It is self-luminous and ore without a second. If 
such should he tbe nature of the world’s reality, then just as the 
(supposed) reality of the shell-silver is falsif.ed by the reality 
of the shell, the (apparent) reality of the iasentient (jdibt) world 
would be falsified by the self-luminous and sccondless reality of 
Brahman - ',>ith the result tirat ihet e will be no world loft lo he 
de.iignnted ns 'real'. 


Rsmacirya shows in his Tg that this argument too is of no 
avail, with a penetrating analysis. Self-luminosity and second- 
lessncss are not in any way antagonistic to MithyStva. For, the 
knowledge that everything is ’•knowabic” ( .iwvwn prmneyamj 
tho‘self-luminous is still regarded as “m/VAja” in 

Advaita. It also holds that the void of Buddhist philosophy, in 
spite of its self-luminosity, in the sense of being unknowable and 
one without a second {advaya), is Mithya in so far as it is other 
than Sat {sodvilaksand). Hence, there is no antithesis between 

3, Read; r«r5ir» JsPr i (AV) 

No 'anugatasaiii* is admitted in Dvaita. 

4. sffRrsf RR ” JT: tRRiRt f^TR: « 

qR RRcT RTR; I fRff, fR^RlfRSlfdRSR RCTRSSI- 

S^lfoT fR'iRt?RTRTRRaR!'T%: 1 ' RR R* ’ ffil 

RStfRit^R, RZlI^fR fR«RT?RIRR«R?RR 1 
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SvaprakBsatva, Advitiyalva afld Mitbyitva. Moreover, all that 
the Advaitia is expected to establish by way of Mitbyitva of the 
world as against the Realist is the absence ia the world of what 
determines the application of the term "Satya” to B. in the 
icripiural Btatements. That being so, if self-luminosity and 
■econdkss existence were to be the determinants in referring to 
B. as “Satyani”, all that the inference of falsity of the 
world {mithyilvanutnana) would succeed in establishing would 
be that the world of matter {ja^ajcigat ) is not self-lmnmous, and 
not 's ithoul a setond. That would be tantamount to establishing 
what is already wcllknown and well established and nothing 
unpalatable to the Realist. The Herculean efforts of the Advaila 
in building up the MithySlvSDumsna with so much trumpeting 
would all be love’s labor lost* 

So, without surrendering the basic criterion of truth for¬ 
mulated by Madhva as Yaiharikam pramanam and of reality as- 
objectivity to valid knmU-dge, which carries with it the implicit 
corollary of its subsequent non-contradiction as psrt of the 
content of validity — Nalii vifaya~ab3dham anantarbhSvya 
primapyam nSma. 

Vyasatitlfca has also propounded a more technically worded 
criterion to plug possible loopholes in the other pragmatic 
dchnitions of reality such as Artha-krlyaksritvam, Asadvailak- 
fapyam etc. 

His own criterion of Satia is Trikalasurva - de^lyani^edha - 
cpratiyogM {Adhyastatitcche tu tarn prati pratiyogini) which 

5. Hf? fn*ntR^jrfdT!^tTFrH i tjq aJpr 

1 aT^tac^rf^^t^ir ??5rvr5r- 

srtf% rtf 
tns^rg'i'TTi^, 

f^f?T t vnfiTW, 5^5—rttr n 
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highliglna the criterion of unconiradictnbiliiy of truth in the 
Dvaita system also thereby showing that it is by no means the 
wonopoly of the Achallu^ 

This ii'»eans “Our criterion of icality consists in not being 
the counlerpositivc of an absolute Negation with reference to all 
time and space. The fictitious and the Mitliyii arc counterposi- 
lives of such a negation ’* 

This focuses atteuiioD more prominently on the vital 
element of "'non-ccntradiction’^ in respect of the *real\ 
Incidentally, it iake^ the wind out of ike suih of the \ionIst vtho 
regards the criterion of **noii-coalradktioii” as his own exclusive 
contribution to the defin tion of Tcality' and as liis monopoly. 

Against this the siddhi has argued ibal such a reality it 
beyond the competence orhuiiiaii perception to grasp, as percep¬ 
tion is couSned to the present and the counter positive of such 
a negation as contemplated by Vyesatlrtha is beyond the power 
of anybody's perception and the absence of such a counterposi- 
tivc of such a negation would be still more so,’ 

6- Dr* Narain is therefore mistaken in thinking that this 
dcfmiiion has been formulated by Vyssatutlia as a correc¬ 
tion to the origiral dLfinitica of the re^il as ^‘objectivity to 
experience’* (as formulated by Madhva) "‘which is exten¬ 
sive to include the facts of illusions, which iire, none the 
less objects of experience'* (Op. C/;* p. 13), and that "‘the 
Madhva criterion of reality, originally contemplated as 
objcctivify to experience has been slightly ^nodi/iedhy Vyasa- 
tirtha'* (Op.Cit. p. 13), Dr. Narain should know that 
Madhva's criterion of reality is not mere "’^objectivity to 
experience” but objectivity to valid experience. (See my 
PM pp 5i-57) 

7. crein- 

e. VP ^ 
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Answering Madhusudana the Titraiv^ini points out that 
iho' ihe couTiterposhivc of an absolute negation at all times 
and places is not williin the competence of sense-per-ceptUm, 
the abscffc^ of the counterpositive of such a negation is the 
essence of the roaP and such absence is wiiliiii cnc competence 
of Pratyaksa to knov/.^ As an example^ it refers to the percep¬ 
tion of the absence of afuf^^arirci in the jar. in a perception like 
If akasalva’ were really present in the 
jvir^ it would have to be present in many oil.cr particulars (j:irs) 
also, which would make it a "Jati' (geaus). In that ciise, it would 
be open to pcrc:ption like the genus of ‘gbataiva’ itself, inferhig 
lii several particulars. 


Tl atararu ‘^Sattvam*' or ‘re dity’ cun also be defined as 
'‘being other than or different from the ccuiiterpositive of such 
a negation. For, ‘ drdcrence*’in Dvaiia thought utc same 
as 'rociproral negation" (a^iyonyubhav^::) The perception of 
icetprocal ncgaiion i?t vi/yv dependent on tl ic perception 

d; ils couaterposhv^* In ca^es where the cou Jierpo^itive is not 
amenable to perception, its ahye/u:i> in the gweii locus^ caa be 
perceived through elimiaaticn by hypothetical assumption of its 
presence in terms of ' TirrkiUf-prafiyo^isaiini- 

prifyanjliLi-^iDc luhdh ipra f i yoi^ik a-ch hd va . 


The aJtaor of ih^ Tintvari^udnKif:! has cited tt;c example 
Stambab PisiCO ra (the post is not the ghost) to show that ilic 
pcrccpdon of the absence of X wMthotit the perception of its 
counierpositive by the perception uf the locus {udhikaram j iisclf: 
Stcunbhc Pi^dcdnyonydhhaw'jh proiyaksah, Adhrktmniasyapratyck'* 

wsT-rf^rq a?fl**«i?rr (Tg p. 61) 

9. vjr, tTr??rf5T7'J!rfcT'7Tf>rci? ^rer- 

!?VT7f:T«sfc^sPi fiJrr^r^qrtS'TrvTf^^-'T iiiT »ra<- 

I (Tg p. 62) 
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The same principle applies to the preheat case that if the 
jar perceived here were the counterpositive oT a aegiilicn of its 
presence in all the three periods of time and in allplaccsi it should 
be $o petccivedj because the cognition in question pertains to an 
object otherwise open to perception ► 

The Tarangi^^l also cites other examples involving supc> 
sensible reals such ai Manas and the atoms of water, in such 
perceptions as the absence of ♦ Manasiva'- in thejarandthc 
absence of "'carthiress'’ (parihivciivci) in the atoms of w'atcr. 
where '^Manaslva” and atoms of water arc alike noi open tc 
perception, 

Such examples arc admissible in discussions. 

They cannot be brushed aside sjs “far-felchcd'" from the point of 
view of modern laymen. Dr. Narain also dismisses the aoilogy 
of ‘^Prigabhava (anicceccnt non-existence) cited by the 
Taran^im PiSgabbava*^ h cognized by Pratyak^a tho' its counter^ 
pcsiiive, the jar i5 not in existence at the time as it is yet to be 
produced. There is nothing farfetched in these analogies. 
Dr. Karain speaks of Prsgabhava*’ 3$ a relation and that as 
such it must be cognised only thro* the cognitiou of its relata. 
He misies the point tint *'abhava'* in Indiiu Logic is 
a '‘Padanha*' and not a relation, "'s.nmbandha*\ 
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Judgment like Sun gha-ah (the jar i.v) obtained tliro’ 
peiceplion in broad daylight are sufficient evidence of the 
fact that actual existence {isness) belongs to the objects perceived 
and is not merely due to their being shot thro’ and thro* or 
penetrated by the isne.^s of Brahman {Brahrnasattanuvc^dlja) 
appearing to belong to them on account of superimpoiiiior, 
as in the illusory cognition idam rajatain (this is silver) - where, 
according to the Advaita, the (idamt^) of the substrate 

(shell) is passed on to the silver. There is thus no reason to 
distrust the evidence of Pratyaksa obtained under normal, 
healthy conditions. It has already been pointed out that as 
B, is iorinlessr its cannot be perceived by the visual 

organ, m the perception that '*the jar Otherwise, 

other judgments such as the jar is blue, the sliell-silver is false, 
hares have no horns, will have to be treated on the same basis 
of adhisthiinuituvedha of B. ft is futile to argue that blueness 
and other attributes belong to the jar etc. while Isnes:^ does not 
belong to them. Such a distinction would presuppose the 
piior establishment of the adhy.'isa of the jar on B., which is 
still a matter of dispute. Py the same token, nothing prevents 
one from arguing that *Sad" Brahma is also a Cuse of adhis^ 
ih'Jmimuvedka, To say that B. alone has :>ivcrupaiia(:d 
{intrinsic existence) and others have only a superimposed 
is begging the question. 

Checkmated in this argument, the Advaita now tries to 
question the bona Mes of our faith in the indubitable, uncon^ 
tradictiibiliiy of the evidence of Perception about the real 
existence of the world presented to us, Tt is argued that 
Perception is limited to the present. So why not take it that 
like the shell-silver it is unconiradicted only for the duration 
of the perception or the present and is liable to sublation later. 
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This brings us to the moot point of the problem of the 
basic strength and superiority of sound Perception^ free from 
defects. ’ among Pramanas, as a rule,-against its falsification by 
Inference or Verbal testimony - which depend for the correct¬ 
ness of their data on Perception. 

VyasaLIrtba therefore raises some pertinent questions 
in this connection. Is perception, then, inherently invalid; or, 
if thoagh valid in itself, is incompetent to estabhish its 
uncontradictability in ali the three periods of time ? The 
second would not deprive it of the validity naLerally devolving 
on it, in the sense of making known its content as it is, so long 
as it lasts. Its subsequent non-existence by efflux of time or 
other natural causes cannot or falsify its factral existence, 
within the limits of the present. 

If that much i* accepted in all good faith, philosophical 
honesty and sincerity by the Advaita it cannot in the same 
breath talk of the objects of perception being in the 

sense of being the counterposUivea of an absolute negation 
with reference to all the three periods of time (iraikalikani^cdha- 
pyatfyogi) like the snake in the rope, That wHl be overshooting 
the mark, Existence of an object, limited to a given time and 
place would only signify its impennanence • Hkc the ancient 
city of Pompei - but not its falsity for all time, as ihc Advaita 
would like to have it, in the interest of its definition of 
Mitliyatva as traikalifcani^^edhafratiyogiivam. Where then, is the 
need for it to coin a new term and name unless it has 

no faith in the aciual exijiience of objects perceived by flawless 
perception in broad day light, even for the time being. If not 
forever ? 


1. Some of the defects incidental to sound perception being 
obtained have been listed by Isvara Krishna in his 
Sdnkhya-Karind : 

Atidilrdi s^vnlpyat sa>v/lnabhighatat mcno^ navadhunat 
Saiikurty^ tadamtpalabdhih^ 
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We have already seen that thehas iinequi- 
vocally opted for the position that the negation of existence fer 
all time is one of SvarUpenanisedha (negation jn essence) 
inclusive of the being of the object at the time in which it has 
been ''appearing to exisi^\ Thai would reduce objects of 
valid perception to an utter non-existence (atyanta-asatlvo) ^ 
conclusion, some of our ••modern” Advailins find itdi[TiCuit 
to swallow, for fear of landing themselves in the camp of 
Nihilism. If Advaita ts net prepared to go to such length, it is 
high time that it abandons the talk of Traikcllikanisedha and 
consequent Mithyatva of the world and accept that it is only 
a-nitya (not eternal). Let it not play hide and seek with 
•^Mithyatva” and sail under false colors. To avoid a show-¬ 
down soane Advaitins Lave held that the negation contemplated 
is noi SvarUpec^uni^cdk:*-, or rescinding even the apparent 
existence as such of objects but a negation from the Paramarlhika 
aspect (pjranidnhrkatvHkarena nisedhah). This has already been 
shown to be untenable, as the concepr of the Parsmarlhika 
presupposes the other one of Radhyalva or '‘Vyavaharikatva’* 
and vice ^ersa ^ in a philosophy which swears by a three-tier 
reality. And we have already seen that Madhusudana himself 
swears by 'Svarape^a ni^edhah. 

Perceptual evidence of the reality of objects known cannot 
be rejected as inherently invalid, without su^deni reason. If 
the leason is that it is sublatable by inference or verbal testi¬ 
mony, or the possibility of future stultifiabjlily {hhavih^kc- 
kasanka), the matter cannot be so settles, offhand. Pratyakfa 
can be regarded as invalidated only when the supen'ority of 
inference or verbal testimony over it is first conclusively 
established. 


2. Read : aifi 
ar?^>rJTr^ 2 ?r^ {Nym, IJ.) 

Also : (Madhva) 
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Tiier^j ure good reasons to hold that Pratyaksa is on 
strougci* ground th:ri Inference or Verbal testimeny becavse 
Lhe latter are dependent foi iheirdora ca Pratyak^a, as their 
‘^Upajivya'' foundation. Pratyak^a dees not have to depend 
for its validity on Lke absence of conflict with inference or 
testimony. Tnc lioa as the king of tiic jungles I:as no need to 
walk fhro’ his domain, only when there are no hares running 
about t 


The inherent stren^eth of Pratyak^a over imerence aud 
ccsiimony stems tVoni Us ability to grasp minute charac¬ 
teristics of things which cannot be grasped by Inference. 
Confusion of quarters {diriuoha) which cannot be corrected by 
vvh;it Others may say can only be set right by seeing the Sim 
rii^e in a particular quarter. The rule that scripture is entitled 
to ihc highest place of honor among the three Pramanas* is 
mainly Wich reference to luarlers which fail within its Sjxciiil 
and exclusive jurisdiction such as the existence of si pcrsensiblc 
values of Dharnia and Adhaiina, God and His natJicJand atlril>U‘ 
tes, the existence of S*eaven aud hell and so on. li cannot intrude 
on the province of Perception and diwedit its evider.ce regarding 
the real existence of objects and falsity it in essence 
P^ii^ nisedha) or in its Paramarthika aspect, for reasons already 
gone throb 

The principle of deference to the voice cf the majority 
w'OLld also requirs us to stand by Pratyak^a ard tnd suitable 
ways of interpreting such Srutis as at ursi sight appear to do 
away with ali duality and plurality of life. The operation of 
inference and verbed testimeny can be seen to depend and rest 
t pen rl;e data supplied hy Pratyakni as their Upnjivya (found- 
aticnai basis). Inference, as iis very name implies, 

cannot operate in a vacuum or fly in the face of observed facts 
duly tested and found correct - or what Madhva calls 


3. J^rilhjJyam iiganiasyaii^o jidyJ tepi triiit smrtam 

(BrCihnii:''ri:rka) 
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drdhadr^ifam (vividly experienced) or verified Pratyaksa 
(pariksitapratyaksa) as against superficial perception. The 
inference of fire being cold has no chance of survival against tbe 
indubitable evidence of toctile perception that it ia hot. 


Adverting to the topic of the inherent strength of Perception. 
Dr. Narain acknowledges that ''from the Madhva standpoint 
Perception is m^ver false, Whenever it is false, it is not 
Perception-^ but only wrong knowledge’" produced by the 
association of defects in the normal conditions (s^agrt) of 
Perception (Op. Cit. p. 125). He continues, ‘"For ascertaiu- 
ment of the presence of defects one has to rcson to critical 
examinalion and thereby depend on reasoning” (p. 128). 


However, the correct Madhva position is that the purpose 
of Parik^a otwhixt Dr, Narain calls critical examination i$?io£ 
(to ascertain the presence of defects or) for the positive W.sk of 
e.r!ablishing the validity of knowledge but to eliminate 
chances of contradiction and clearing of doubts where 
ncccsary. Moreover, the Parik?a itself may consist in taking a 
second or a closer look at the data (a$ in the case of perceptual 
illusions of the snake in the rope cr the silver in shell). In 
cases where on account of vast distance of the object or such 
other impediments a mere second or third look does not help, 
other tests may be mstituted based on more technical or scienlific 
aids. But in all such cases, the resort to PankiS is to eliminate 
risks and doubts by way oi abundant caution. It is not to 
dettrrnine validity which according to the doctrine of Svatah^ra-- 
wSnna of Prama^as, which is accepted by all sclicols of 
Vedanta including Advaitic rests on the intrinsic capacity of 


4. This is terminologically self-contradictory. Madhva 
himself calls ji *^apaiu-pratyaksa^^ (Cf. Candraprace^a- 
Lvadikam tu dhrastkatvsd apa{u Tdy.) 
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knowledge to be assured of iis own validily. VylBatfrlha puts 
this very clcarlv as foUow's 

f l\ r_ 1 p 12) 

In the eoiitcxt of Svatahpr<nmaBya or self-validity of know¬ 
ledge, it is the Sak?i or Appercciver of all knowledge ihst 
grasps the fact of knowledge and iu validity. It is immediate 
in respect of matters which fall directly within the field of Saksi 
and mediately thro’ the mind in regard to knowledge obtained 
thro, sensory channels. That point has been lucidly explained 
by .layaiirtha - “'This power of the Saksi may be retarded some- 
times by doubts caused by menial pulls and vacillation. When 
these are set at rest by Parlksa, the Saksi grasps the validity by 
his own innate power just as ao elephant wliosc foot has been 
pierced by a thorn is unable to walk freely till it is pulled oul.^ 

Such tested Pratyaksa or FanksiiapratyakHi, as Madbva 
calls it, is recognised and referred to as Pratyak^a in Madbva 
iipisterr.oiogy and not merely any sense-perception at random, 
under imperfect or inadequate conditions. The definition of 
Pratyak^a as given by Madhvaiuhis Pram,lealak:}a/!ci as Nlrdosa- 
orthendriyasannikarsuh should make ihvs cler^r. The adjunct 


5. iff5!Tr?f»T?rs^ip!rjir^v jjTf 

€r«fr !i'Ti'irpT?ft% f5T»<t 

srfsr 1 Ttranrff ?i i •rflsfTJirt ^ 

t n ^ Ti^icT«T«TnTi^- 

urn’ff ?f^' i qr^r; srjHi'ai'r- 

iTn; I 7?'>5Ti^f: ?\<?«T!FT?^5i«5rTrsT^^rfnfrsTiTr^<FiT'>ir?t5 

^ t (ns. p. 218) 
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nirdo^a (^flawleas) Is applicable equally to the objects and the 
senses*^ and their contacts. 

In the light of this, it is difficult to see the point in Dr. Narain’s 
finding that “the Advaitiii disparages the philosophy of the 
supremacy of Pratyak^a by arguing that the theory that e\cry 
perception is absofutely valid is contradicted both by reason and 
experience. Illusions are the most glaring examples of such 
cases, ir Perceptions are always valid, what about illusions 
and their explanations in a Text Boafe of Philosophy, V {Op. 07. 
p. 126). We have already made it clear that Madhva docs Kor 
subscribe to the view of Ramanuja that all cognitions are 
veridical {Ya! hart ham sarvavijnanam), Madhva realism is wide 
enough to accommodate both valid knowledge and erroneous 
ones in life. ThU cheap jibe of Dr. Narain is a case of 
Ahaddham pathitva kucodyam karoii. 

If as Dr. Narain says ‘"What Madhusiidana Sarasvati 
argues is not that inference can disprove any Perception, but that 
wrong perceptions can be set aside by inference or verbal 
testimony'* {Op. Cit. p. 127) there is nothing to disagree 
about it. Only, Madhva would point out that in such case^ 
the priority rests with Pratyaksa. Where the superficial 
perceptions are ascertained to be vitiated by flaws of distance 
and other defects which are corrected by more accurate obser* 
valion with better aids, as in the case of the wjc of the Moon- 
Tae superficial perception ‘the sky is blue* is ascertained to be 
an error which is corrected already by perceiving the sky 
(ikruia) at notch shorter range, without indenting on the 
3ruti. This is connrmed by what Dr. Narain himself has 
10 say that ‘‘the Madhva doctrine of the superior 
validity of Perception is at best searching in this that 
the final removal of doubts about a particular cognition 


6. lYirdosatvam arihendriyayor xiiesaj^am (J* 
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rests with experience {Op. Ci(. p, 128). But he goes off at a 
tangent when he opines that ^'the Macilivas have, to their zealous 
advocacy of Perception, overemphai^i^ed ca/>ncf7>'of Perceptual 
cognition when not associated with any defect. For ascertaining 
the presence of defects, one has to resort to critical examination 
and thereby depend on reasoning. Ii is here that the M<-dhva 
contention exhibits its s'\ {Op. Cit. p. 128). 

We have already shown that the resort to Fcrlk^a according 
to Madhva is neither necessary in all cases ncr is it resorted to 
grasp validiiy as such. Its function is purely to 
clear tbe way in the case of impediments for the primacy of 
Pratyaksa and its self-validity to shine forth unimpeded and 
undimmed. As Vyasatittha rightly points out in his Tarka- 
tandava, if the removal of flaws, which restrain the operation of 
the general principle (ifr^cr^o) is also to be counted as the 
cause of the genesis of validity, there will be no fixity about 
'^hich iS thut rule and v^hich is the exception, 

(TT. 1. l5) 

In any case Dr, Naiain'S coneJuding remark that “the 
Srutj which Jinparls knowledge of unity (a/k>'n) is nothing but 
a transcendent and immediate experience’' (p. 128) is but a 
restatement of the familiar Advaita position that the negation 
of perceptual evidence of reality of the world by the jruti is 
only in its FSramlrtbika aspect without affecting its Vyavahsrika 
reality. ^ 


■7- qRtriPr^trjff si^cf i^fer: 

S) 
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Tiiis plea has been shown to Lis untenable on the ground 
of the interdependence in argument by which jt is vitiated. 
(Seep. 31 ante). That apart, Madhusudana's categorical assertion 
that the siiblation of the world i s^^arujK'tj^aniicdk^ puts the 
lid of asiitiva (utter non-cxistence) on Mithyatva - as already 
demonstrated by VyiiSf.tirtlia ; 

cS 

Docs Dr. Narain agree ^¥ith 
Madejsoftydana or liant to !ct hi*;* Jown ? 

if, ia spitcofail tliat ivas been said, Dr. Narain should still 
jinJ Lhat die '^aukiirUe contention that ihe inference of the 
.falsity of the world is more Htild than the pcrccpiual experience 
has xuch sofid foifndciiion dial it can stand the vehemence of 
the onslaught of the Madhvn ernicism''(O/;. CH. p. J28) we 
can only leave him to hug bis dlusion, in tbe words of 
Jayaiirtha; Ca-esuft nimifya iac vndatah kah pratimallah^] 

Inference by its very name ol “Anu-mana'’ speaks 
volumes of its dependence (upajivakalva) on sound observation 
of \'ydpli, paksadharmaill^ etc. The entire bulk of the 
the Karmakaoda of 5rut?s^ the cosmological disquisitions of 
the gratis on the evolution and involution of the world and 
the peregrinations of the Jivas in various worlds in the course 
of tranamigration cannot be brushed aside as ^Vllthya' by any 
serious thinker. The import of the ^Jrutis also has to depend 
on ihc furdljncnt of the conditions of textual exegesis in terms 
of proper rtkink%a (syntactic expentancy) coniiguity {^annidhi) 
and fitness {yosy^'ita) lo be determined by Pratyaksa. The data 
of Pratyakja are the upajlvya - the foundational basis of 
inference smd verbal testimony. The latter are i\\t upapwkat 
vesting on its foundation. Whatever superstructure is built on 
their foundation needs must be in keeping with its position. 
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This is axiomatic. The Madhva iiiterprctatioa of the so 
L;Lii(ed • Advaita is in accord with this principle in terms of 

Svat'Ulirye ca viitstatve sthamifnatyaikyavor upi 
Sadr^ye caikyavak scimyatk savakdsa yathe^ratah 

(AV) 

.md rests upon the principles of logical exegesis, 

in this connection, Vaoaspati Mii^ra has tried to question 
the raiiO'iah^ of the superjority of the upajivya to the upajivaka 
as between Pfatyak^a and Sruti by raising a feobic objection 
that if the OpaJ^vyo (Pratyakf^a) is to be regarded as stronger on 
acccarit of its priority to the Advaita /Gratis, rhe sabsequent 
perception to the ctfect that this is not silver {naJarn rajatcinj 
Will have to be rejected iti favor of the first illusory perception 
is silver'*. Vylsatirtha shows rhat this is all due to a 
confusion of thought arising from an imperfect understanding 
of what consLitutes die pith of an upaji'^ynpramana, ns against 
us npojlvaka. If not its mere temporal priority. That datum, 
waose validity depends on the validity of another, either for tlie 
ascertainment of its true nature and attributes or for elimination 
of chances of exception, that latter is the xipajlyya of the former 
hi the case of nedam rajatam vs idam rajatam^ there is no 
prospect of die validity of the subsequent negating cognition in 
the absence of the invalidity of the earlier one to be negated by 
it. Or, the npajlvja in respect of its iipajivaka may be defined as 
that without which something else cannot be posited or negated. 
HcrCj even though the cognition idam rajatam ia the basis 
{upajivya) of the subsequent one, it is so only in a restricted 
sense of supplying that part of the datum which is to be 
rejected yprati'^edhyUrpakatayii)^ This docs not however upset 
the principle of tlie superiority of the upajivya. For, it is not 
mere upajlvyatva in the broad sense of the surface level that 
makes for the superiority (prabalyaj of tho npajlvya but 
^(pajl^yaiva as duly tested (parlk%italvadil^ta). This must be 
conceded by the Monist also. Otherwise, how can he prevent 
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an illusory knowledge following a correct one, or the Buddhist 
Agamas disputing the Vedic ones, from usurping the position 
of the upajivya ? 

Anyway, even in regard to fdam rajatam it is only the 
aspect of ''tliisncss” and not "thisness” qualified by the 
adjunct of silverness (^rajataivem) w'hieh ‘strictly speaking* 
constitutes the upajivya element as regards the negation. ® . 
And there is no negation of the aspect of -‘tbisness’’ in 
ricdam rajatam but only of silverness {rejataUam) * , 

The Advaitin cannot afford to argue on the stme lines 
that in respect of the identity of Brahman and Jtva it is the 
bare essence of Caitanya (pure consciousness) of B. that is 
the subject {dharmi) shorn of all its properties of omniscience, 
all-powerfulness etc. and that iheiefoie there is no upajivya^ 
virodha in positing the identity of the two. It will be made 
clear in our discussion of the subject of Identity II. 27 > 

how it is impossible for the Advaitin to drop the essential 
attributes of Jiva and Brahman in order to predicate their 
identity or make Cinmitraikya the predicate, as it would he 
tautologous to do so. 

8. ‘ xm' iwfir tihfq 

tisrif'T, gfrr, n 

Itzfgt: I ij? V Jritnsftsd 1 i 

s’lsq tr BjqnO'trtf ; Tsjac^ftitetifirTaRctrrrr 1 

(A>/n. 11. 27) 

9. ^ !T sfcTqsirrql! rf^3^«irm?aTS5r- 

sljffrr I ^ 1 ^Tcif 

^ g|q5ft2itiT 1 (jfyiny 
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NO CONFLICT WITH APACCHEDA-NYAYA 
IN ACCEPTING SUPERIORITY OF 

PRATYAKSA 

■ 

In connection with the topic of the PrCibalya of Piatyaksa 
as umjivya in interpreting the ssemingly monistic texts of 
consistent with Pratyaksa, Vyasatirtha deaJs with the 
objection raised by V^caspati Mi^ra thar it violates the 
Apacchedanyftya of the Furva AMimamsa, which in substance 
establishes tlie sap^riorltY of the posterior to the prior 
(Fundt Paraballyastyatn). The first experience of reality of 
the world thro" Pratyaksa is over-ruled by the Advaita Gratis 
which present themselves to the mature minds, 

Furva!;ya Pratyaksasfa Parena 

. Igamena apacchcdanydycna bodhah ^ 

Tnis contention of the Bhlmati is based oft the FMS 
Vi.0.54 Paurvdparya Pdrvadaurbalyam rrakrtrat^ The matter 
relates to the Jyotistoma sacrifice. As part of the ceremonial 
the Rtviks headed by the Adhvaryu make their exit from the 


L This is an artbanitvada of the following passage of the 
Bhdmati I 

(PA/5 4.5.54) 

See Kalpaiaru on ihh (Bhainati l.LL) 
p. 10 II, NS Press Edn, 1917). 
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Yajnaiiila m singk file holdiag one another by ihe kaccha in 
the order of Prastotii, Pratiharta, Udgata, Brahma followed 
by the sacrificcr liimself for the ehantjng of the Bahi:^ 
pavamtaia stuti. 

Dificreiit kinds of atoncmenU are prescribed, including 
heavy fees tt> be paid by the sacrifiLer. - in the case of any 
one of the second» third or fourth ^tviks getting himself 
detached from the one in from cf him. Where the UdgUa and 
the Pratiharta (who precedes him) get detached one after the 
other, it being impossible to combine the two opposed forms of 
atonement prescribed in rcspiict of the detachment by the 
Pratiharti and the UdgSU, severally, the doubt arises as to 
which of the two atonements, the prior (involving Sarvaavadak- 
or the posterior by way of performing the sacrifice again 
but without fresh daksigi) is to be adopted. The decision 
given is that asi at the time oi the earlier detachment by the 
Udgatfi the other one by the Pratiharia is not yet in being and 
as it cannot therefore set aside the posterior, the posterior form 
of Pfiiyadcitta associated with the detachment by the UdgatS 
prevails* This is extended by the Advaitias to the tug of war 
between Pratyak^a and socalled Advaita Srutis on the basis of 
which tiiC evidence of Pratyak^ja about the reality of the world 
]h set aside in favor of Aikya and the Milhyatva of the 
world. 

Vyasatirtlia im\kc$ a very perlinent observation about 
the inapplicability of the Apaccheda-nyaya to the issue of 
Pfatyak,^a vs* Advaiia srutis, on the ground that the 
Dvaitv^din's claim of the superior strength of Pratyaksa 
as against the Advaua Srutis which arc rtivakasa (open 
to other interpretations) is based not merely on the ground 
of ils being prior to the ^ruti but on the ground of 
being the Upajivya with reference to the data of the 
Abheda Sruiis. But in the Apacchedanyaya, the prior 
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prescription is not the Upajivya of the posteriorz 'This fttOOt 
point has not beenmei by the Advaitasiddbi. Moreover, 
there is no rigid invariability in the order of priority 
or posteriority of the Apacchedas of the different ^tviks nor 
any total Badha. The ApacchedaiiyBya is not therefore appli¬ 
cable to the conflict between Bhedapratyak^a (or Bhe- 
dasrutis) and the identity texts. 


The Katpataru also while introducing the question of 
Apaccheda writes: 

Jtrffsrw !n5c*r|5?*f 

stESTJT W’'?fcT I (BS. l.l.l.). 

This shows that the question of Upajivyaivn is not part o: 
tile ApaochedanyBya. The Srulaprakiisa on the Sribhdfya has 
also held that the Apacchedanyaya is applicable only wherg 
there is no rigid invariability in the order of priority and 
posteriority of the Apacchedas. 11 also points out that the 
Ny2ya is concerned with the conflict regarding Prayogas 
(performance of rites) while the conflict of the Saguna and 
Nirgu^a texts (or of Bhedpfatyk^ and Abheda Gratis) is 
concerned with the factual nature of Brahoian (or the truth of 
the matter-whether Bliedapratyakja is bsdhya or nor ; 

ffjqjfr iTTfRT 1 5T¥®r 

ifcT ^r, qr fqnrfrsPr i 

9rq=i’®7?trTqfiniir: snifsTiqrtrspf^itr: 1 qff- 

j (^rutaprakd^a) 

15 
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ffr^mT^nf^rT 

(Nym i. 14) 

fhe Tarungini rejects ihc explanaLiott of the A-Siadhi that 
(as in the case of alternative prescriptions in Apaccheda) 
flhedapratyaksa can be accommodated iu a Vyavaharika sense, 
without involving its total Bldha For, it would be premature 
to indent upon Vyavahanka-Bheda and the two level theory 
of truth even before the thesis of Mithyatva of which it is a 
corollary, is conclusively established. 



CHAPTER XV 


Question of future Stultifiability 

of Pratyaksa 

ADOther ground of distrust of Perception urged by the 
Advaita is the possibility of (doubt regarding) its future 
stultidability by Agama (SrtJti) - bhavihaiinaka^anka). This 
|Opic in the Nym. has been bypasse by Dr, Narain in his 
Criteque, 


Since neither inference oov riruti can set aside the 
evidence of Farik:dta-pralyaksa, as already clarified, if there 
should still be any future stultification of it, it can only be 
Ihro’ another (act of) perception (among therecognised 
Prairja^ias).* But as the Advaita has already cut the ground 
from under its feet by branding Pratyaksa as such as invalid, 
the contradicting Prayak^a too (if any) will be subject to the 
same distrust and cannot claim any special status or privilege 
of future unsluUfiahitiiy for itself. 

It cannot be said that all the sanic, we can think of some 
kind of general reasoning to the eilect that Pryaatk§a 
which grasps the reality of objects may alill be open 
to contradiction like the dream-elephant in the waking state. 
The difficulty here is that as the Advaita has condemned Pratyaksa 
per se as unreliable (as vitiated by dosas)s the analogy with 
the falsification of the dream-elephacnt by waking perception 
stands tarred. Where none of the three specific Pramspsa 
can operate, no generic one could be thought of: 


Frdbalyam Ag 42 r}ws)mva jatya tesu trisu smrtam 
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Sarv.iviiesabhave samanyasyapi abhavem 

bhavihadhakaJaukayd anudayat. (Nym) 

Any stultifying cognition has necessarily to be a deter¬ 
minate OTIC. But Brahmic cogailiOB in Advaita, being 
iadsterminale, would not in any manner be hostile to a 
determinate one, A stultifying cognition is only a correcting 
one. It is iiQt seen to deny the existence of the illusory 
cognition, or the defccTA which caused it or the perceiver of the 
illusion. Further, only such cognitions as are liable to be 
Vitiated by Raws can be open to stultification (bldha). Saksi- 
pratyak:»a or the judgment of the Appercciving self is never open 
to flaws. It is knowledge partaking of the essence of the self {Ca/r- 
aiiyltniakam) and is not generated. So there la no question of its 
being generated by do^as. A stultifying cognition cannot also be 
stultified in its tarn by another, Icat it should lead to a regress. 
It is in the nature of a stulfifying cognitioa to establish as 
its content an element of‘^differenoe’* from the content of the 
stulitjicd one. It cannot be regarded as a Badhakajaana if it 
should grasp its content of difference from the stultified 
cognition as one with that difference or 15 indifferent to ii. 
The stultifying cognition Nedam rajatum would cease to be a 
stultifying one if it should grasp it cemtent of shell asnon^ 
different from the earlier, Caramavrtti which is supposed to 
liquidate all difference must also grasp its content viz. Brahman 
or ‘"Advaita'* as ''differenr* from all the difference and 
duality which is to be negated by it. The thesis of future 
stultiffability of the world is ilius unsustainable. The poss¬ 
ibility of future stultifiability can also be raised against 
.such future stultifiability itself leading to a self-contradiction, 
Tuere is therefore a limit beyond which the possibility' 
of future stultification cannot be pressed. The principle of 
upajivya-prsbalya over the upajivaka between two given 
Framipas, verified by applying all possible tests has to be 
admitted os the final arbiter and it cannot be discredited on 
ihc frivolous ground of the possibility of future stultification. 
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Too much scepticism at every step would recoil on one's own 
stand - as rightly pointed out by KumariJa : 

The position of the Dvaita philosophers is liIso the same. 1 

?3rR^r^?IT»T5ChfTmt 

(A V) 

If future stuUihabilily is posited of immediate perceptions 
alone as of the external world, the ‘AdvaitasskatkSra brought 
about by the Caramav/tti wili ^'iho ba opm to it. If it is 
rcalricled to direct cognitions not houtrkt tsboit: by verbal 
testimony (^ahdt\^amya) the immediate awareness of the 
bliss of selfhood in Mok^r which being eternal in its nature 
and pertaining to the essance of the Self and as such not 
produced or engendered by any other cause may have to come 
under the scope of the possiblitly of future stotlification. 
As pointed out earlier, the Advaitasak^ltkSra generated 
by the Caramavrtti would also be engulfed by a similar doubt 
that the Sak^: has somehow fallen into an error of 
Judgment. For, in Advaita, Saksijoiina is susceprtibje to 
both error and correct knowledge Saksipah hhrama-pra- 
masddhdrapyena - pramanShddhakatvat - A-Siddhi. 
So it may err in believing what is not true realisation to be a true 
one. For, it admits that tho' Caitanya or pure consciousness 
as such ia not tainted by flaws, the Avidyavrtti which delimits 


2 . sRfi-fRTT g-c^rt 


(NS. Jll-595) 
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it is tainted by flaws (anadido^a) that i<; the pure 
Caitanya reflected in AvidySvrtti which is termed the 
Saksi ; 

5tm5T7lI5%5ftf, 

C 

(A-S]ddhi p. 44 - 50) 

Such a prospect would bring aJi Vedantic studies and 
instruction to a bait as not w’orth the trouble, in view of the 
uncertainty of the truth of identity to be produced by it. 
It cannot be objected to this that in that cast, the Sruti which 
postulates the liquidation of the worJd by such a Sak.satkara 
would be reduced to a mere appearance (prdtibhasika). In 
such - ccxntimgcrr.cy, it will not be Ijquidaied by Brabniaif ana. 

Our answer to this would be that here also as in the olhei 
cases of universal doubt, it may be that the auditory sense has 
mis-heard the ^mli which really says that the world is not 
sublated by knowledge of Brahman. Such possibilities cannot 
be ruled cut if the distrust of Pariksita-Praiyak^a i$ carried to 
extremes in respect of the reality of the world established by 
Pratyak^a. 

It is a high-handed liberty to condemn normal healthy 
perceptions on the dubious plea of possibility of future 
stultification {hhdvibadhckasatikd) on the analogy of untested 
superficial perceptions or the snakc-in the rope variety. 

In properly tested and varified perceptions, the specific 
fiscs of too much distance or too much nearness of the object 
ctc.^ stand eliminated. If in spile of aii this, some unspecified 
defect (dosa) is to be alleged^ similar flaws can be alleged 
in the case of the Sruti texts also. 
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Advaita writers have also tried to belittle the value of 
verification relied upon by Realists in establishing the 
validity of perceptual evidence of the reality of the world 
by citing the examples of eating, drinking, bathing etc., in our 
dreams. 

The position that Pratyak^a comprehends what is 
intrinsically invalid to be valid, will deprive Advaitavada of 
any valid Sruti text which establishes the Mithyatva of the 
world- For the same ubiquitous doubt would envelop the 
supposed Mithyalva-Sruti and the sixfold Tatparyalingas in it, 
grasped by the auditory and visual senses. 

The hypothesis of unmitigated doubt of futufe possibilUy 
of stultification of all Pratyaksa, without any reservation or 
exception would let loose a reign of chaos and disorder all 
round. For, like superficial perceptions there are also cases 
of deceptive inferences and deceptive verbal testimony. 
There ia no justification to single out Perception (alone) for 
condemnatioa on the such a ground. The dividing line between 
what is valid (pramdna) and what is invalid (a-pramd^) 

got to be respected ought not dismissed with 

scant courtesy f)y any sane philosopher. 

Moreover, according to the Realist, the world^s reality 
is endorsed by the SSkst the Appcrcciving Self of 
all knowledge and validity, in the the last analysis. 
The judgment of the Saks! is always veridical and indubitable - 
being the expression of its eternal self ^experience and, in this 
it is unlike even the Sruti in not being open to any 
misconception of purport. 

If Sakjjipratyak$a is not to be recognised as “Prama.?^a** 
liccause it is not generated by the operation of the Vrittis 
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in the Advaitic sense of the term, the gratis too will have to 
forfeit their validity. For, being autlu)rless they cannot be 
treated as valid {pramSvo) in the sense of their validity not 
being brought about by the special property (gMpc; of being 
the words of a reliable person (dptaktatfa)^ in the Nyiya sense. 

So, not much store can be set on the supposed elernality 
of the gratis /row ihe Advaita angle. The Sruti is no doubt 
really an instrument of valid knowledge. But just as from the 
Advaita point of view the Dvaitin’s belief, that its purport ia the 
intrinsic difference of J ivas and Brahnsan and the reality of the 
world, is the outcome of a gross miS'Conception of its real 
purport or just as the positions taken by the PCrvapak^a in 
each adhikaraoa of the Brahma Mimamsa gsstra are due 
CO a gross znisconception of its true Siddhanta. it is equally 
possible to argue that the Advaita belief in the oneness 
of all existence and the unreality of the world is similarly due 
to a gross misconception of the purport of the Srutis. Similar 
doubts of the possibility of future stultification can be raised 
against the perception of the unanimity of the Tstparya-lingas, 
in terms of “Advaita**. 

The Advaitin cannot get away with the explanation that 
the .'tiniti being eternal is flawless and cannot be stultified like 
the deliverance of Pratyaksa. For, in the estimation of Advaita 
phjliosophy, the eternatiiy of the ^ruti means ‘nothing more* 
than that they exist upio one Brah^makalpa (or a hundred years 
of life of Hiranyagarbha) and are subject to genesis again 
like Bbotskaia and other tamos. 

As regards external perception thro’ the material sense 
organs, there is no reason to assume the possibility of future? 
stultification in all cases, because such misgivings, whenj 
they arise, can be removed by instituting proper verificalicn| 
(pariksii) carried to the point of certainty vouched for by| 
the intuitive experience of the Apperceiving Self 
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in terms of its inner satisfaction of self-ceuification. The 
ratifying experience of the Sik^i is the acid test of all validity 
ascertained after sufficient verificaiioa, in cases of reasonable 
doubt. There is no room for any more Parlk^ after the 
SakM level. Once the Salc>i sets its seal of approval, it is 
finaf " 

The best proof of the unerring certainly and infallibility 
of Sik^i is furnished by the most intimate and poignant 
experiences in life of pleasure, pain, compassion fright, 
terror, etc, of which none of us has any occasion to entertain 
the least shadow of doubt at any lime : 

5 rFr M 

C^F III'4,41) 


^ m * 


^511 CRT «IT?*n^?TT fcl:? 

%?r 

rTfHrf?!mRfi;gr^ n 

?rT«fV f^'{^ m i 

(AV) 


H T<ltOT?T^?’4r wiH iifergt c^^r^TiirH 1 

(An 
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MK 11.3.28) 

Tiie whole of r;itional existence in tiie world would be 
made impossible if the verdkt of the Ssik^i as the ultimate 
rcfeiencc, foundation and criterion of all knowledge and its 
validation ia impugned* questioned or proved to be in the wrong 
even in one single instance at any time. The entire basis 
and superstructure of all religion, science and philosophy 
would be blown up to pieces, as by an atom bomb the Tnoment 
one dare,% to question or doubt the vsrdiot of the Sak?i : 

^ I 3T^: 3T5rfT»m?^T ^> 3 ^: 

{Madhva; I^ramanalakscina) 

JAu ease for Sixk^lprCumnya cannot he put more tcHlngiy 

In Advaita, as already pointed out, the Saksi is tun Uic 
immaculate Caitanya or its flawless Sviirupendriya* which iji 
ever veridical {nlyataydth^irthya), as it is in Dvaita thought, 
ft is only the reflection of Caitanya in Avidyavftti and 
therefore shares its taint. Avidyavrtti acts as the conditioning 
factor {updihl) in reflecting pure Caitanya and this reflection 
is the SsksT : 

wfTfaw 3ffeT- 

^iT5^T?2ri?r, ?T?srr?pFOrr?T^??fg?^^ 

{A’Simi p. 44 - 45) 

Ajaiast this the Tarangini has argiwsd that if the Salcil 
is only the reflection of Caitanya in AvIdySvrtti, the same 
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Aviciyavrtii wliidi pkys the role of a reflecting medium in 
giving rise to llie Saksi will have to be placed within the 
bounds of the subjeci which knows (vi^ayJkoti) participating 
in the configuration of the Sak^i ({SakMiurjraprayfsia}, in 
the circumstrmcesj the Advaita position that (the same) 
Avidy.ivriti is witnessed by the (same) Saks I fSak^ibhasyd) 
would be untenable, invoivirg a seif-dependence (iVniiisraya)- 
If another Avjdyavrtti lb assumed as its Vi jay a (object) 
tiuit would need yet another AvidyavrUi in W'hicli the Gait any a 
IS to be rejected, so as to function as the witness of 
Avidyavrtti (for its Vi^aya). This process will have to 
be repeated c^idlessly, to make both ends meet ^ which is out 
of ihe question. 

The only way out of the muddle is to directly recognize 
Caitanya itself as Sakgi, As Caitanya is admittedly cver*frec 
from flaws (nirdos^)^ its jodgmenl about the reality of the 
eiitcmal world and its values and of our experience of the joys 
and sorrows of life would be indubitably veridical. 

s? qf^ftnp^>TTf8r- 

f^i3tr?arTgq*r^: 

r ajfq 35?q?qT 

The above relpy of the Tcranginl lo the position taken 
by the A*SIddhi in regard to the nature of tlie Sak^i as a mere 
reflection of Caitanya in AvidySvrlti and as such not immaculate 
or always veridical in its jiidgintiit and hence open to flaws is 
notable for its cnginaliiy and j:eiietration. It is signiScant 
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that Dr. Narain hat not aliempicd to answer this criticism 
of the Torangini. 

As already pointed out, the conviction of Dvaita thooglit in 
the uncontniGicted reality of our vivid capcriences of the 
joys and sorrows of life and the rcaiity of llie extcrniil world 
rests on the solid foundations of Sak^iprama^^a'^ which i» 
[as already made dcur) never-erring in its judgments. 
Constructive logical and philosophical thinking must recognise 
the wisdom and sanity of equipping human beings with an 
absolutely rciiabie ‘^Mariticr^s Compass’ on its voyage on the 
ocean of Samsara, to reach their destination. 


g5f:?3rf?rsr9iT (sw) gj ?rffK«T«arr«r 

Advaiia writers havi-* also tried to belittle the value of 
veritication (parlksH) relied upon hy the Realists in establishing 
the validity of Perceptual evidence of the world by citing 
counter-examples of such responsiveness and amenability to 
verification of a sort, experienced in our dreams of drinking, 
bathing, eating, etc. 

Such an argumcni can be easily turned against the 
validiiy of ihc Advaita Sratis also. I t cannot be contended 
here that the monistic texts draw t''eir support from the 
Vedas which are *\pauru.^cya and are hacked by the sixfold 
marks of purport and culminate in the attainment of Brahman- 
hood in xMoksa. It is equally possible to dream of the 
existence of Vedic texts whicli declare ihat .>unya*Advaita is 
the truth or that Sad-dvaita (dualism) is the truth and entertaia 
a doubt in Xhn dream stale itself that the auditory sense 


5. SltfTTfiTrfs 3f!T?rTTT 

^Trf (NS p, BD) •Ic^T'frrB 'Ti’IinT; (NS p. 210; 
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somehow, misapprehends their ParaTo^rthika character to be of a 
Vyavaharika nature or their Vyavabirika character to be one of 
pratibhasilca naturc-with the result that sunya-Advaiia and Dual- 
ism {SaddvaiKx) would turn out to be the real truth of the ^rutis. 
It cannot be contended that such a doubt ciiiinot arise in il'.c 
face of the existence of ^yitma-Advaita Srw/i For we arc cemfro- 
nting the Advaitin with his own contention of the possibility of 
their future stultification by extending it to the supposed existe¬ 
nce of the Auna-Advaitc ^ruti. Tiie point is this - The validity 
of Aima^Adyaita Sruti can be conclusively established only 
by the removal of the pOBSibility of the misapprehension of 
Its purport as either VyavahSrika or PrStibhasika and ihat 
cannot be done unless the possibility of doubt about the 
future stultifiability of the Atma-Advaita izutl is first 
removed thus involving an iDtcrdepcndcnce. 

If the possibility of such a misconception about Uie 
Aima-Advaila Sruli is rejected on the ground that there is 
considerable difference between the experiences in a dream 
and iu the waking W'orld, the difference is not hss pronoun¬ 
ced between the perceptions of the experknccs of eating, 
drinking and bathing in a dream and the same acts performed 
in the waking state - so tliat the analogy of the supposed 
fulfilment of appetites m a dream wUh what happens in the 
waking state falls to the ground. If the wide dilTcrcncc between 
the dreaming and ihe wakcrnl stales is not admiUed. there it 
no justification for the Advaitin to regard the dream experience 
at Pratibhisika and the wakeful slate as Vyavahlrika. It is 
thus baseless to presume to discredit the evidence of Praiyakra, 
especially of the verified type» on the analogy of dreams. 

The distrust of verified Pratyaksa on the ground of 
possible future stultifiability is as farfetched as tl-e supposition 
of an effect being produced without a cause and the presumption 
itself is open to a regression without end. As UdayaDacaryu 
has aptly pointed out. only such suppositions can be permitted 
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as would not land us m a self-contradiction, Kumarilabhatta 
too bas driven home this point with his pungent humor against 
the SLiiyavadin : 

Da Jwunixni kasdm cit na tavad upalabhyate 
Yogyava^ithrifn satdndm tu na yUimah kim bhayi^yatL^ 


Lastlyr ]t is admitted by Dvaiiins and Advaitins alike 
that validity ia intrinsic to knowledge in respect of both its 
genesis and its cognizance* in the case of J) verified 
Perception free from defects., which can deprive it of its 
sclf-validiiy in genesis and 2) the absence of oonlradiction 
which makes it trust-w^orlhy, it has got to be admitted as 
binding- Vague and idle doubts about its future stultifiability 
cannot hi taken seriously. The Advajtic bogie of Bhdvfhddha- 
kcisonkd is an exercise in futility. 

To put the matter more graphically, it is absolutely 
necessary that the contradicting knowledge nedam rajatam 
{this is not Ji7v^r) experienced after the illusory perception 
idam rajatam (this is silver)^ in regard to a piece of sheU, 
h 2 s got to be accepted as valid - aa otherwise the latter cannot 
be rejected as invalid. If then, the Advaitin should condemn 
all Pralyak$a including the verified ones, on the ground of 
a chimerical doubt of possibility of future stultification, he 
would be reduced to the unenviable position of one who 
lets go the principal to get the interest ! He must also admit 
that ihere is direct experience of the bliss of selfhood in 
Susupli (dreamless sleep). As all the sense organs including the 
mind are at rest then, it is the Srdcsi which must be 
admitted to experience it directly. If this Saksjpratyaksa is to be 
discredited as essentially invalid, the experience of the essential 
character of Atman as blissfulness cannot be regarded as real and 
true As for the Sruti which proclaims that the self is of the 
essence of blissfulness, it can be discounted as being nothing 
more than a restatement of the bliss which the self had 
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experienced in the VyiviibSrjka srato and nothing more ! Wo 
have also texts in the Sruis and Suirtls referring to 
Pratyaksa, Anumnia and varioui Agamas ^%*^From^na^\ It 
docs not stand to reason that the same word ^'Pfama^a'’'is 
used in two ditferent senses of Vy3vabsrika and Paraniarthika 
in the same context. Some of the early Advaitic writer* like 
Sureivara have also admitted that the ftruti is "'valid'* like 
'^Fratyaksa’'" by reason of its competence to produce 
knowledge and being devoid of vitiating causes, and in not 
bving open to tontrodfcficn. 


Ato Q'^Mbodhakat^ena dusiakaranavarjanat 
Abadhhoca pramniyS^Uam Vasimyok^^ivai SxnHfh 

(Suresvara) 


The same is the position of Madhva : 

Frniyak^{V9Qcca^ Pramdnyam syata eva agamosya hi (AV) 



CHAPTER XVI 


COMPETENCE OF PRATYAK5A TO GRASP 
THE UNCONTRADICTABLE REALITY OF 
THE WORLD AS NOT -MITHYA" 

PRATYAKSASYA PARAMARTHIKASATTVAGR XHITVAM 

Having disposed of the main ground on which the 
validity of Pratyak^a as a PramH^a has been impugned by the 
Advailin, Vyosatirtha now takes up the other contention 
that, though valid in a limited sense, Pratyak^a is not 
competent to be assured of the imcontradictable nature of 
its data, in an absolute sense - Kahtraya’^abadhycttvarUpasattva- 
grahapa-oksamam. 

The phrase: ^ Reality consists in not being open to 
contradiction in alJ the three periods of time” kalatrayar 
abAdhyatwarOpam snttvam has some over-tones which are 
not applicable to the Dvaita perspective. It has been 
ovenverked and exploited to its own advantage by Monism, 
by reading too much into it, of having a uniform and unchanging 
nature and existence throughout eternity - which is true of the 
Supreme Being alone, and not of the worlds 'fhe other 
term '^Badha'* is also not free from ambiguity which bas been 
pressed to its advantage by Advaita. 

Vyasatirtha therefore shows how these overtones arc 
unjustified, by reiterating the Dvaita position regarding the 
tFLic nature of the world’s reality formulating a criterion of 
reality which is applicable both to the world and to Brahman in 
terms of Trikitlasarvode^ijanisedha-apratijogira ^Satta) as we 
have already seen. The only difference is that such a reality 
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is established in respect of the world by the Siiksi oratayk^a 
while that of Brahman is established by the ^ruli. 

If ''not being contradicted or cofilrudicfabli^^^ in all the 
three periods of time means continuous and uneban^ing existetjee 
for all lime, Dvaita philosophy too does not claim sucli a 
reality for non-eternal entities in the world. The only sense 
in which the description of ^‘traikO)ikani<edha ^ {iprntiyogilvcini^' 
can be taken to apply both to the eternals and the 
non-eternals is that of being ihc counterpositive of 
the absence of a non-existemcc which endures thro* all the 
periods of tjine. And such an absence is grasped when the 
actual existence of a given thing is grasped as such at a 
particular l:me and place : 

src^^?01 rTfTrert 

When such an existence is grasped by Perception, it would 
simultaneously be competent to establish that the entity in 
question is not AL'thyuy wdthin the meaning of being the 
counlerpositive of an absence of a non-existcnce which endures 
thro’ all time. For, ilie immediate perception (sAkHdtk^ra) 

1* For fuither ciarif’cation cf the meaning of the phrase 
TTcT^<t^M in the flym see ibc explanation in the 

At. 

ii 
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of aw entity at the time of its existence at a given place and 
time (svak.ila) is bow ad to restrain its negation with reference 
all the three periods of time, as such, and be assured of its 
not being liable to be so comradicaied (for all time) ; 

^ffcfcTT fcTflTHmW 

Moreover, la the case of the ^ruti also, it is validity 
of the knowledge produced by it that determines non- 
contradictedness of the subject matter and not its position or 
status as Verbal testimony; or its grasping the existeace of its 
data without reference to any particular period of time ; or 
its existence in relation to all periods of time. If such 
an excessively wide margin is given to it, it would be 
overstepping the function of a Prama^a. Since validity of 
knowledge lies in conveying the truth of the matter as it is 
nothing more than the actual existence of the data at the 
time of knowledge, irrespective of iti having been in existence 
before or continuing to be, later. Since then validity of 
knowledge is nothing but the non-denial of the factual 
existence of its objective content,‘ such validity has got to be 
conceded to Fratyalcsa^ os to the Sruti. 

And this validity is grasped by the Sak$i in respect of 
internal experiences of pleasure, pain, satisfaction, etc. 
directly and .nediaiely, thro’ the validity of the sense-perception, 
in respect of external reals. This is in keeping with the 
acceptance of the Svatatprimaeya of knowledge in Vedanta^ 
which means that the validity of knowledge is grasped by the 
same agency as grasps the knowledge itself and only a conscious 
principle such as the Appercciving Self can be such an agency 


1. Nahl nsaya^abadham anantarbhUvya prdtndnyagrahanam 

{Nym) 


ndma 
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as Vrttijraaa is nor self-luminous - theSaksi. Madhva 

is therefore vithin his rights in demanding of the Advailin - 

fSraFclf ?T rl ? 

How could one refuse to accept the reality of the world* 
a^osistent with the acceptance of self-vaiidny of knowledge ? 

Another important point to be noted in this connjcaion 
is that validity cannot be circumscribed by time factor It 
is a question of fact and not of duration of the object. What 
is t^truly) valid now cannot be invalidated the next moment 
or later. 

^ 

»Tn?n f??: ? ( av ) 

This is an irrefutable truth. 

Thu only difference, as between, ^ruti and Pratyakata 
is that whereas B.*s existence is grasped on the authority of 
the ^rutj as not circumscribed by past, present and future 
periods of time, the existence of sensible objects like a jar 
is grasped by perception as circuniscribcd by a lime limit- 
•‘as now present". But the fact remains that the validity of 
that means of proof by which tijc uncontradictedness of 
that entity whose existence has been grasped by it is common 
to both the validity of the Sruti and of Pratyaksa.^ 

It is not the contention of Dvaita philosophy that Pratyak^a 
grasps or is competent to grasp the eternal existence of things 
(which arc not eternal at all)! Its competence to grasp its 


1 5 n?n i|fr Strt ’T^qr, 
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given data in tlaoir given locus in terms of an uncontradicted 
and uncoiuradictable reality in the sense of tlicir not being 
the coumcrpositivcs of any negation in regard to all the. jhree 
periods of time, is what is meant by saying that it is 
‘‘not-inithya^" ; 

hi pranittiena prat yak sefja nityat\dsiddhJvapi svapadhau 
traikal ika '-niKpdh^pratiyo^itvariipam atyantika-abudhyatvam 

siddhyUveva (Nyni) 

Moreover, the crucial question is whether the 
‘‘contradiction*’ which is supposed by the Advaitin to annul 
the existence of the gtven object perceived by Pratyak|a 
does so only with reference to a future date and time or, 
negates ils existence with reference to the vary time also at 
which ii was j^rasped by Fratyaksa to be existing at a certain 
time and place. 

In the iiist aitemative, the earlier knowledge which 
grasped the objective content as existing, cannot be deemed to 
be invalid at all by any serious person, it can only be 
irealed as impermanent {amtyaj which Is not the same as 
In the second alternative, the object will have 
to come to be reduced to a nullity (iityanta-'tsat)^ which the 
Advaitin is not prepared to admit openly. 

trail that the Advaitin wants to convey is that the world 
is ‘•anttya” (not eternal;, why should he rack his wits to coin a 
New and misleading designation for it as ‘'Mithya\l This 
recklessness of traditional Advaiia has in recent times given 
rise to an earnest call from whhin the Advaliic fold itself 
for a ^\Nco*yedanta' in which the doctrine of ‘"Mithyatva'* 
of the world arid its “Jnana-badhyatva" stand banished. (See 
I^RBFaCE for the views expressed by Svami Tapasyinanda 
in his latest book Bhakti Schools of VeJantay Madras, 1991.) 
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Moreover, the Appcrcewiog Self (S^aksi) which grasps 
the existence of future time, must be adjudged to be competent 
to grasp the all-pcrvaaivcness of Space and other realities 
which fall directly under its purview, as well as the reality 
of the external world and the things therein like jars and 
other things. Tho’ not lying directly under its intuitive 
grasp (as in the case of pleasure and pain) it must be admitted 
to be able to grasp their (uiicontradictcd)Jabseace of subsequent 
"'contradiction"* (in the sense defined above) thro' grasping 
iheir reality on the basis of the evidence supplied by flawless 
perception itself. For, it must be noted that there is no 
grasping of validity without indudin^t the uncontradictcdttes« 
of its data - 


,\"ahi vi^aya-ab.idham anantarhhavya pramanyagTahanam mma 

(Nym) 

The Advaitin has perforce to give up his obstinate position 
that Pratyak^a is competent only to gmsp wliat is present, 
in principle. Otherwise, he cannot, in reason, establish tne 
“wf/Va/vn” of shelUsiivcr, the snakc*iii-the rope etc., to be 
counterpositives of a negation in regard to all the ihrcc periods 
of time, which includes the past and the future. 
(nasti, niisU^ na bhavisyaii). Such comradtclmg cognition 
{bddhakajnUnd) is not an inference but a Fratyaksa. tlow is 
this possible, if Pratyak^a were incompetent to grasp the 
future ? - it matters little whether it is of existence or non- 
existence, // future non-cxistence can be grasped hy Pratyafesa 
why can future existence not he 'I The terms of the 
Badhakajaana itself give the whole case of the Advaitin 
away. 


The Piramartbika reality - not subject to contradiction 
in all the three periods of time, of objects of valid perception 
follows from the same criterion by which the distinction of 
:he Vyivaharika from the PrStibhasika is established by the 
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Advaita. For* it must be admitted by the Advaita that there 
is some dislinction in the cogaitioa which comprehends 
objects like ajar to be "'Vyavahsrika” from the knowledge 
which cognises the silver (in shell). That distinction itself is. 
sufficient to bear out the indiiputablc reality of the former. 


If the existence of the world borne out by Pratyak^a 
is not truly real (tattvika) how can the mithyatva of the Shell- 
silver established by Pralyaksa be t^ttyika (true) as distin¬ 
guished from the other? Surely, there is practically not the 
slightest difference between the judgments the jar is real/the 
shell-silver is false. The falsity of the latter must be as true 
as the reality of the former. If the falsity of the shell-silver 
should be stultified at a subsequent time* the shell-silver 
would turn out to be a reality. 


If Param^rtbika-satya (in the sense of not being the 
counterpositive of a negation (for all the three periods of time) 
jsrtoropen to perception* the Srutis which negate it would 
be negating something which is outlandish and [not *'given 
in evidence"*^ The dilemma is that if Pratyakfa is not 
representing ^ what is not real (aiativa) as tattya (real) how can 
the Advaita condemn Pratyak^a as not truth-declaring 
(a^tat(ydvcdaka). How can a PramaQa which graspsS what is 
vyavahSrika in truth to be *'Vydvahdnka"' (instead of as 
Paramarthika) be treated a *^^a^lattvdvedaka'' ? It is only 
when Perception (mis) - presents the world which to the 
Advaitin is '‘Vyavahsrika-* to be *'Piramarthika*‘ that it can 
be stigmatized as a-tattvavedaka. The Advaitin is thus forced 
by his own logic to back out from his position and concede 
that Pratyaksa* after all, grasps the external world as 
•‘PSramarthika^' regardless of what the Advaitin feels about it. 
It is a different question altogether whether Pratyaksa is 
ustified in doing so. But there is no disputing the fact that it does 
cognise the world as ‘‘PjramSrthika'* and is competent to do 
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so,^ The univ«rftal experience and judgment of humanity 
is also in full accord with it* Hence Pratyaksa must be 
accepted Lo be in a position to grasp (hoabseftce of Mithyaiva in 
terms of the object of perception not being the counterpositive 
of a negation in all the three periods of time in its own locus* 
The probans of perceivability etc. as grounds of Mlihyatva 
stand set aside by sound Pratyaksa. 


1. CfPfoma^mi hi smgocare pravariarndnmi taii^am idam 
ityeva pravartane 

Ma punah s^vyayahsnkam fiah primd^yam ;(/ (Bhamaii) 



CHAPTER XVII 


THE RELATION BETWEEN CONSCIOUSNESS 
AND ITS OBJECT IS REAL AND IS NOT 

SUPERIMPOSED 


(Orgdr^yasambundlianupupaUihhangah) 

Having made perceivability of objects the ground of 
their falsiLy, Advaitic dialecticians have naturally sought 
to find suppori for it in an indirect mode of reasoning 
(an:ikula/arka) which is intended to undermine the foundation 
of Realism, They contend that it is impossible to find a 
real viable relation between consciousness {drk) and its 
object {ilrsya}, or define it satisfactorily. Accordingly, they 
have concluded that ther ^2 ts no res! relaiion between the two and 
that the truth is that objects are only superimposed on one 
indivisible, undivided universal Atmic consciousness which is 
transcendental and its relation lo objects as we know them is 
only a super-imposed one* As the relation of conciousness to its 
objectis thus unreal, the relatum (object) must naturally be 
deemed to be unreal, in its turn. 

This alleged impossibility of conceiving of a suitable 
relation between them and the djihculty of defining it in a 
logically satisfactory manner expressed by the phrase 
'*Dfgdr^yasambandha*anupapaUi^^ is posed as a rcduaio ad 
absurdutyt. 

Dr. Narain regaids this as the Wiitj^ue character of 
dilekarite methodology which seeks to prove the conclusion 
of the falsity of objects by resorting to the method of 
rediiciio ad absurdum by eliminating all possibilities of a 
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satisfactory explanation of objectivity and its relation to 
consciousness*^ {Op, Cit, p. 60). This is not after all so 
origiti^i or 'unique' an argument or a methodology. As 
Vyasatirlha poinla out, at the very outset of his orilicism of it, 
it is not only reminiscent of but is actually a rehash of the 
well-known Grahyalak^aKdbhava-tarka^ advanced long before 
the Siinkarites oy the Vijfianavada Buddhists : 


For, it stands to reason that if what is perceived is a 
reality, the conflciousness of it cannot possibly illumine it 
without coming into contact with it Nor can it do so by 
contacting it. For, consciousness being an attribute of the self 
cannot enter into any relation {sambandha) of Samyoga 
(conjunction) or of inherence with it and there is no other 
relation than these two. 

For a similar reason, we cannot think of their relation 
as one of Viijaya-Visayibhava (subject object relation). For 
a relation is something different from the relata and abides 
in them. This is not the case with the subject*object 
nexus. 


1. “If what la blue is different from its consciousness, it 
cannot shine forth in it. If it docs in spite of its 
being other than consciousness, why do other colors like 
redness or greenness not do so in it, in the same way ? We 
are therefore unable to find any determinant of objectivity 
justifying a real relation between consciousness and the 
objects passing through and across it. Hence the relation 
must be regarded as a superimposed one". (Tr.) 

18 
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The Relation Between Consciousness and its Object 


That apart, it is diJliciilt to precisely define the nature 
of Vi^ayavisayibhava or ^'Vi^yatva' ^ (objectivity to knowledge; 
as such. Most of ibe detinitions offered by Realists suffer 
from one defect or another. F'oi; example, the deiinition 
of Vi‘:ayatva as JnJna-junyi4~Yyci\-*ahlra}^o^)'Cifviim (fitness to 
objective reference produced by the knowledge) is open to 
self-dependence and is under pervasive, ns aucli a ^‘rilness** 
which is also part of its objectivity cannot be known without 
Indenting upon ::no(h(’r ‘Mitness"' about :ts objectivity. 

No viable conception of pereeivabiLty ia tcrins ol 
yf^ay<iiva and Vi-^iiyavlsaythkiivni between consciousness and 
its object can be found from the point of view of the acceptance 
of the reality of objects as such. We have therefore t<j lake 
it that their relation is not a real one bat is merely super¬ 
imposed (rdhyri^^lka) on consciousness. 

la answer to these objections, Vyasaunha points out 
that there is no necessity or compulsion to do away with the 
reality of objects presented to consciousness cm the ground 
of there being no suitable relation hL:tWs^en them, if the 
objects too should accepted as rcal.^ For Advaita episte¬ 
mology has itself adopted the highly sophisticated theory Of 
y/tii (menial psychosis) in which xhe mrydification oj the 
mind-stuff taking the shape of the object^ after flowing 
out to the external objectj thro’ the sense organ and giving rise 
to the knowledge of the object after passing thro* some further 
process of Intel lection among the threefold distinctions of 
Caitanya into Piamatr, Frame y a and Pram&t!^ (Caitanyas), 

It is obviously essential that the object be ‘^giveu” and be 
•^out there*' before it can be flooded by the light of the 
antahkaranavrtii^ in the .^ankarite theory of Fcrccption. This 

2. Sankara himself in bia BSB says ; (1<L4) : 

Vastuiantram eva tat (jndnam) 
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necessitates the prior existence ol tbe object ‘'out there** for 
The Vrtti to act on it. As this Vrtti itself provides 5 U 4 !icient 
nexus {^afvbc:Jf^^ha) between the already existing object 
aod i*s subsequem awareness tbeic is hardly any justification 
to assume the relation between ccnscioi sness aod its object 
to be a tuperimposed one (with the implication that the 
object itself is unreal). 

In this context, VySsatirtha refers to the contention 
of some Advaitins that the purpose of the V^tti is not to serve 
as a medium idvara) in regulating the perception of objects 
superimposed on cue evershioing transcendental consciousness 
of Brahman, by difierent persons at different times as determined 
by their different Vrttis, but to establish a direct contact betw'een 
different units of consciousness which are the substrate of the 
superimposed object when such consciousness ia made 
manifest by the respective Vittis. 


Against this view, Vyasatirtfca points out that Advaha 
pliilcsopiiy cannot hold a position akin to that of the 
Vijnaaavada idealism of the Buddhists that the various objects 
pcrceivvid ^^re superimposed on dificrent fleeting moments 
of a steam of consciousness. As the one pure consciousness 
which ifi transcendental is essentially undiffercnccd, it cannot 
split itself into the many. It it is to be dilierentlatcd thro* 
the conditioning factors (upadht) of particular objects as its 
adjuncts,, such a conditioned consciousness would also be 
Miihyii and cannot as such serve as rAv* of a super¬ 

imposed relation. For the cdHsiMr.a (substrate) is, in principle, 
required to be of a higher degree or order of reality than the 
aropya {superimposed)*. Even if the conditioning factor 
differentiating the ail-pervasive consciousness into many is 


3. Vp^hmii^iay&bhcde *pi Ghaiadivan miihyalvena todadhi^ 
ihanayogdi (Nym) 
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regarded as a mere cxtcmul mark ot idcntiiication and passing 
reference (ixpalcik^aKa) and may admit of the particularised 
consciousness being regarded as a STibstratum {adhhihrmo) foi' 
the superimpositioii of the relation (the object), still, it cannot 
be treated as a distinct .init of consciousness, as it would cut 
at the root oi imdiTcrcaced oneness cf the transcendental 
consciousness, as taught by the Sruti {ekam i*va advir^yam). 

The only sustauiable position for the Advaita to take is 
thus to accept the uadiffercntlabk transcendental consciousness 
as the substratum of superimposition of objects. Since that 
involves liic difficulty of regulating the uatare of perception of 
different objects superimposed on it at different times by 
different persons, differently, the doctrine of each percipient's 
Vftti has necessarily lo he accepted as the regulating medium 
or link in the process of individual perceptions. There is no 
avoiding or by-passing the Vrtti. 

The operation of the Vrtti presupposes the prior existence 
of the objects. There is thus no difiicuity in establishing a 
viable relation between consciousness and its object by meant 
of Vrtti itself. That eliminates the need to put up a super¬ 
imposed relation between consciousness and the object. 


The very tact, lliai there is no illumination of the object 
in spite of the exist end: oj a supposed superimposed relation 
subsisting between shemy even before they ate brought into 
mutual relation thro* the Vrttiy it enough to show that the 
superimposed relation is not the determining factor in the 
perception of the object.^ 


4. VrttIdvarakasambondhilt prdg adhyasiat^arApe 
Sambandhe satyapi Drsya^apratUeh (Nym) 
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In this cunneciion Dr. K. Narajn has Vyusatirtha 

of having '‘incorrectly understood the AdvLvita position which» 
m reality, seeks to establish the superimposed character of 
the rc hit ion between knowledge and its object only with 
reference to knowledge which is pure and indeterminate and 
where there is no Vrlti to accord a linkage" {Op, Cit. p. 64) 
find this confusion in this criticism that know^iedge 
cannot be the substratum of superiniposition of the object 
as the substratum must be always of a higher degree in the 
order of reality" [Op, Cit. p. 63-64). 


The objection raised by Vyisatirtlia is with icfercncc 
to the role of the {gkot^dhisthum), — C 2 iiX'ATiyii {delimited 
by the object of perception involved in the Vrtti). His 
criticism ihat the supposed superimpositioQ of object* in 
many adhisthana-Caitanyas would violate the principle that 
X]x<^ adhi^thdna should be of u higher order of reality than the 
droypa is strictly with reference to such a view and it not 
directed against the other position of objects being superimposed 
on the one undiffercnccd ti'anscendcntal ooasciousness. The 
miaLtndcrsianding is only on Dr. Narain's part. For 
Vyasatinha has himself made it abundantly clear rhat in 
Advaita it is the andvria-akhanda caitanya which is the 
substratum of the Adhyisa of all phenomenal reality, s 

Jf, as Dr. INiarain says, Vyasatirtha had '‘incorrecily 
understood'* and represented the Advaita position, in this 
regard, his relentless critic, Madhusudanii Sarasvali, w'ould 
have lost no time in taking him to task for his lapse. But 
no such adverse comment on this point ha* heen made by the 
Advaita-sfddhi, So the boot is on the other leg. 

n (Nym, 1>23). 
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It is not fair to say there is no other viable relaiiOD 
between consciousness and its object. Just as it Is possible to 
think of the relation of Samavdya between a substance and its 
attributes even when the relation of Samyoga is not possible,, 
it is equally possible to think of a viable relation between 
consciousness and its object in the absence of both Samyoga 
and Samavaya. There are instances of a relation of qualifict 
and qunlihcd (vi^esmavisexyabhdva) in such cognitijns as 
(i) -'tbispartof the ground baa no jar on if (ii) ”the jar 
that is known'% where we cannot think of any relation of 
Somyoga or Samavdya^ between them. In such cases of 

qualified cognitions vUistajndtta tht roX^tion has to be admitted 
to be one of qualifier and qualified embodied by them. On the 
eame analogy, the relation between knowledge and its object 
can be regarded as one of subject-object embodied by them - 
without being subsumable under Samyoga or Samavaya. 

There is no dearth of relations other than Samyoga and 

Samavdya in the repertoir of thought and language. The 
genitive case has been recognised to stand for a hundred 

and one relations {ckaiatam saphyarthdh)^ in the Mahdbhdsya 
of Patafijali. Among these are Visayatva^ Vi^ayiiva, 
Prakdratva, Pratiyogitva, Nirupftatva, Vrnitva, Adheyatva 
Prayuktva, etc. referred to by commentators. Where then 
is dijJtcnUy in recognising Visayafisaylbhdva as a viable 
relation ? The formulation of the norms of logical thought 
should not fly in the face of observed facts established by the 
evidence of experience. Facts cannot be rejected as fiction 
or forced into the straight jackets of preconceived patterns. 
The question of opting for an un-named superimposed 
reJatien between knowledge and its object cannot arise until 


<5. The Sasihl-dan4^aka is a work on Sankrit grammar, now 
lost to us as stated by Kaiyaia in bis c. on the Mahdbddsya. 
The A-‘Siddhi does not answer the point made by 
yydsatirtha, on the basis of the Sasitdandaka, in support 
of the admissibility of the Vhayofi^yibhdm relation. 
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all the pos&ibiiitics of iinding a real viable relation other 
than (7^0 and 5amhave been explored and exhausted. 

Nor can their relation be repudiated on the ground that 
knowledge as an attribute of the self is inicrnal while the 
object js external. As in respect of Samavaya (mhcrcnce) 
the proof of the existence of an intrinsic relation between 
knowledge and its object has to be accepted as capable of 
accoinmodatiDg all the necessary requirements of the relation* 
ship by virtue of its own provenness {dharmigrahakapramand). 
Otherwise, as a relation is normally predicated of only such 
things as arc experienced to be existing separately or together, 
the fact of a cloth and its threads not so experienced 7 
may have to be considered to be a bar to the acceptance of 
Samavlya as a relation - as, by hypothesis, the relain of a 
SanaavXya relation are A prthaksiddha (never found dissocimed 
rrom each other). 

If an intiinsic relation between knowledge and its object 
is to be rejected because of the inapplicability of the other 
relations of Samyoga and Samavlya, the present destruction 
of a pot cannot be related to its counter-positive (which is 
no longer in existence) and in the absence of any such relation 
It would be impossible to know to which object the destruction 
is to be related. In the same way, the absolute negation 
{atyantCibhivea) which forms part of the definition of 'Mjthyatva’ 
cannot be related to its counlerpositive • in which case, it 
v/ould forfeit its Mithyitvam. The desire for Mok$a cannot 
be related to deliverance which is yet lo come, in which 
case, Moksa could hardly be considered a Purusartlia. These 
cases cannot be explained on the basis of a saperimposed 
relation, os there can be no supenmposition of the Pratiyogi 


7. Cf, Xaniitbhyo anyah patas sak^dt kasya dr? barn 
gatah ? (Brahmaiarka) 
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(counterpositive) on. the absoliite negation and similarly^ 
in the other eases. 

Even conceding for a while that Vi^ayGU4i (objectivity) 
is false like the relation of Samyoga, betw^n consciousness 
and its object^ it would not necessarily follow that the 
dnyai'^a (cf the world) i» also false. For, ihe falsity of the 
relation has not deprived consciousness of its reality tho* it is 
one of the relata \ What is the haem if, by the same token, 
the object of that consciousness too is real^ notwithstanding 
the falsity of the relation in question ? The logic of the 
falsity of the relata if the relation is false must apply equally 
to both. The same yardstick must be applied to both- The 
same yardstick must be applied to both. The explanation or 
the plea that objects are open to superimposition, while 
consciousness is not is not entirely true \ Sankara himself 
speaks, lustily, in his Adhyasabhfisya of the mutual super- 
imposition {itcretcra-adhyasi^) of Proiyagutman and anatrtwn.* 

What exactly is the term '‘superimposed relation" 
(ItdhyitsikGsanihGndha) intended to convey ? Does it mean 
some unspecified relation has been superimposed or that the 
very supcriniposition is the relation ? 

In the first case the Mithyatva of the perceptible 
will noi follow as a corollary^ for the relata can be 
real in spite of the falsity of the relation. . just as the jar 
iho’ superimposed need not be nUtkya^ . The seco 
alternative is also untenable. For ai according to the Advaita^ 


(S. AdhySsabha^ya) 

9- Read 

\ (Com, 20) 
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like the knowablc, its knowledge is also auperimpoficd, there 
can bo no super-imposition of the one on the other. Knowledge 
cannot be superimposed on the knowabJc which is n:!thya and 
cannot serve as the adhisih^na for its superimposition. The 
knowablc too being mithyd {vjdvahSrika) cannot serve as 
the adhisthdnQ of the superimpeshion of jndna, for the same 
reason-as the odhislhdna is required to be of higher order of 
reality * even as the f ratibbSsika silver cannot be superimposed 
on FrutibhAsika shell but only on Vyuvahdrika shell. Just as 
the Supreme Brahman which is known thro" ^abdavrtti is not 
superimposed on it, even so the object of knowledge is not 
superimposed on it, Similary the Visaya too is not super* 
imposea on the Visayi (subject) - just as Brahman which is the 
object of Avidya is not superimposed on AvidyS- 

There is thus no case for treating the relation of consciousness 
to its objects as superimposed. It has therefore to be admitted 
to he very real. 

The question of which then is the relation is not so vital to 
our discussion. The anomaly involved in Cosmic Adhyasa in 
regulating individual perceptions in Advaita epistemology are 
once for all eliminated in the Realistic theory of perception by 
making out a strong case for a real world and real objects 
therein with reel irdnidnul selves Viking part in ita affairs, in 
which a viable relation other chan Samyoga or Samavaya has 
been established between knowledge and its objects thro' 
contact of the senses with their appropriate objects. There it 
no purpose to be served by affixing a name or a label with 
A tingle word upon the relation to describe it. 


10 . \ 

(Saok^epa ^^riraka) 

n. Cf. Asamkirriovyayahrlcr yoginon} paramdmisu \ 
Viilesakalpanc tatra \ne^ccchd Vrihd Tata || 

Uadayana : Klraiiidvali 
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The establishment of anything for certain has to be done 
on the basis of definitions and proofs. The proofs of the 
existsass of a triis relation have been given in the form of 
syllogisms (in the Nym). ff the definitions could be 
accommodated within the framework of Samyoga or SamavSya^ 
they may hold good. If not, the definition could be in terms of 
Visava-Visayl'bhava (subject-object relation). It is not 
necessary that the relation or its definition should be capable 
of being couched and expressed in a single term like Samyoga or 
Samavaya, 

Even the absence of knowledge (Jnsnabhava) must have 
an object other than of ‘being removed by the knowledge of 
the thing in question, Otherwise, it could not be removed by 
it, in so far as it can be removed only by the knowledge of 
the object of absence of the knowledge till then. Though, 
tike darkness, “A-jnsna may cover its abode, it cannot be 
conceived without reference to an object. This has been 
admitted by the author of the Sank^fepasirlraka when he speaks 
of the Nirvijlcsa-Brahman as the abode and the objea 
of original ignorance. If in the case of absence of a 
thing caused by its destruction, its relation to its couuterpositivo 
(which wui in actual existence before its destruction) some 
sort of a Svarupasambandha (intrinsic relation) capable of 
sustaining a judgment of qualifier and qualified or a 
counterpositivenesi not partaking of the nature of a recognised 
relation of Samyoga or Samavsya, if admitted to account 
for fulfilling the fanction cf a proper relation, there 
is no harm in claiming the same right to “Visaya Viiayi- 
bhSva'*. It would be premature to say m/AtJ stage that this 
relation too between bhiva and abhdva, or between dhramsa 
(destraction) and its counterposUivc {pratiyogi) is also a 
superimposed one. Until the thesis of the MithyStva of 
the universe is proved to the hilt, no superimposed 
relation can be requisitioned as it would involve an 
interdependence in argument. 
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The criticisms that if the relation between knowledge and 
its objects should be difftrtni from the relata it will lead to a 
regress and if not difftreni it could not be termed as •‘relation*' 
have been shown to he self^contradlctory. It is perfectly 
logical to invest the relation itself with the necessary self-linking 
capacity with reference to itself and the relata, just as 
Dj^^yaiva is open to perception without indenting 
upon another Driyatya to facilitaU it. 

As regards the question of the definition of **Visayatva’‘ 
in regard to Jnina^ it may be pointed out it is not so very 
relevant. However^ it is not difficult to sustain the alternative 
definitions put forward earlier, with necessary adjuncts and 
qualifications to plug loopholes. For example, the definition 
of Visaya as — 

•'the object (Visaya) of a knowledge is that which is the cause 
of putting it to practical use*'is not disqualified by defects in 
^hc auxiliaries of the cause, when the defects arc removed. 
We do not admit that sort of an indeterminate knowledge 
which is never capable of any practical response in any sense. 
The other definition of Vi i? ay at v a as Jndnajanyavyavaharaych 
gyatvam or the fitness to evoke suitable yyavahLrat the 
yogyatl or fitness is to be defined as the certainty of production 
of the Vyavahara in the absence of auxiliary deficiencies. 
The fitness itself ii sclf»1inking like Dn^ystva admitting of its 
own Dfiyatva or the superimposed relation which docs not need 
another auperimpcBilicn to facilitate its application. The 
self-dependence here is not a defect as it does not arrest the 
manifest alien of its self-manifestation again, if need be. 

In any case, Vl^aya can maintain its identity and reality 
in spite of its not being defined to the core. Its criticism by 
the Advaita school is self-contradictory, as Advaita dialecticiant 
have themselves recognised its bona fides in formulating their 
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lyllogism to prove the existence of Avidya in terms of 

VivadadhyasUam prama^ajndnam svavi^aySvara^a . 

and have also introduced it in the form of Driyatva which is 
the same as Drgvisayatva in the probans of the famous 
Mithyatvanumona: 

It cannot be contended that the “Vi?ayatva" referred 
to in the Vivaranu-anumina is also a superimposed one on 
PramSpajnSna, in the form of the Vftti. Moreover, it it 
incumbent on the Advaitins too to define Visayatva in the 
interest of Vyavaharikasattva as distinct from the rratibhasilca. 
Hence, there is no point in blaming the Realist for not producing 
a fool-proof definition of “Visayatva* * 

One wonders how the Advaitint feel bound to defne Mith- 
yiSrvB in five dilTerent ways, while they do not seem to realise 
their responsibility to define the probans of Driyatva, which it 
the same as objectivity to knowledge, {drgyj^ayalva), in the 
last analysis. 

The mere formulation of a definition does not guarantee 
the existence of the defined or the failure to do so annul 
its existence. For. according to ^ribarsa the definition of 
Brahman in the Srutis as the “Cause*' of the world is riddled 
with difficulties. But that docs not make Brahman unreal. 
Advaitins themselves have proclaimed that the Pratyagfitman 
defies definition this way or that: 

^ srfT^c^cRT sr?9f*ifWRar n ( ) 

The long and short of it is that what is gipen by unim¬ 
peachable evidence has a right to be accepted as viable, 
despite our inability to define it beyond a certain limit. The 
physiognomy of hundreds of human faces encounttred every 
day in out lives defies our powers of exact verbal definition. 
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The presence of knowledge, reality, bliss and self-luminosity 
in Brahman does not become false because they are indefinable, 
m the light of the criticisms of the Rhay^anakSra. 

It must therefore be admitted that whatever the 
dilficulties in. the way of its definition, the reality of 
the world and the countless objects therein cannot be discarded- 
like the difTereaces in the sweetness of honey, sugarcane and 
xnllk, or the nature of Brahman. The limitatioQS of our unders¬ 
tanding and powers of verbalisation have to be recognised - ai 
pointed by Udayana : 


(Bauddhadhikkara ) 

Juit because a congeoitally bUad man is voabk to seeaDd 
describe what is ‘'blue** it does not become unknowable or 
undednabte. It merely shows his inability to comprehend it. 




CHAPTER XVIII 


CRITIQUE OF PRATIKARMAVYAVASTHA 
OR THE DOCTRINE OF PERCEPTION 

IN ADVAITA 


'Pratikaiina-VyavRfitfaa* is tile name given in Advaita 
philosophy to the epistemological theory of perception involving 
the mcehani&m and modality by which^ in spite of the fact that 
cxteinal objects of our corscionsneiis (dr^ya) arc, by hypothesis^ 
all ol them superimposed on one universal, undivided, indivisible 
consciousness, the only reality that exists they come to be percei¬ 
ved and revealed to the consciousness of particular percipients 
only, at particular times, without overlapping. 

It is explained that as the water from an irrigation tank 
flows oi:t of the sluices and spreads itself over each 
demarcated piece cf land and assumes its distinctive form 
and shape, even so subsequent to the contact of the sense- 
organs with their given objects the mind-atuft (antahkarara) 
which has its own parts and which is constituted of the 
element of tejas and endowed with great velocity, flews out 
thro' the senses and assumes, by transformation, the form 
and shape of the objects. This transformation is called 
However, the Vriti not being self-luminous 
(as the antahkarara^ its material cause, is insentient), con¬ 
sciousness (Caitanya) has to step in to illumiDatc the 
objective content of the Vftti, after the Vftti has lifted 
the veil of nescience and dispelled it. It is now left to the 
Caiicnja to illumine the object which has been superimposed 
on it from time immemorial. 
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There are however two divergent views regarding the 
nature and identity of the Caitanya which “ligliis up” the 
object. One is that the Jiva-Caitanya itself, which is coper- 
vasive with beginningless nescience (Avidya), the source of 
cosmic illusion, lights up the objects of the Vftti which has been 
superimposed on consciousneEs, till then. The other view is that 
the Jiva-Caitanya, being limited by the mind-staff, becomes 
circumscribed (paricckinna). in the first position, irrespective 
jf ;ie Jfva Caitanya being covered by Avidya or not, it is 
able to illumine the object of the Vrtti-the Vrtti being 
utilised in this case, only to establish the necessary rapport of 
Caitanya with the object and not to illrmice it. which is 
done by the Caitanya. In ibe second view, the Jiva-Caitanya 
being delimited by the mind-stuff and circumscribed by Avidya, 
it is Brahma-Caitanya which is called in to illumine the object, 
through yet another special process, which will be explained 
later. 


U is to be noted tStat in the former view the Jiva-Caitanya, 
though all—pervasive, being unattached (csoi>Sd) requires the 
help of tlie Yftti to establish the necessary rapport (_San~,slexa) 
with the object. In the alternative of its pervasiveness, the 
Jiva-CaiLanya being obscured by Avidya, the purpose of the 
Vrtti is only to dispel the veil of obscuratien by nescience 
and the Caitanya coming into its own, directly illumines it. 

On the odier view, where the j iva-Caitanya gets ‘•limited” 
by ti e mind-stull, the V|tti uncovers the veil of Avidya around 
the Caitanya (the substrate) and enables it to be reflected 
in the Vrtti, which enables it to manifest its own essential 
identity with the all-pervasive Brahmacaitanya, which bappeni 
to be the substrate of (world-illusion and of) tl'.e particular 
superimposed object {Visayadhi^thana-CaUcnya). The consum¬ 
mation of this flash-revelation of tire identity of the two 
Caitanyas (the one reflected in the V^tti and the other which is 
the substrate of the superimposed objects - and the “lighting up” 
of the object as a consequence it termed objective consciouBDcss 
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(Vi;ayB>aparok$a)—Cf. 

TasmSd adhi%thar.acaitanyam Svidhyastam bhisayati iti. 

(A—Siddhi, p. 94). 

The doctrine of "Vrtti‘* liaa been introduced to explain 
the fragmentation of individual perceptions of different percep¬ 
tions of different objects by different persons at different 
times, instead of by all, of all and everywhere. 

The contact of the sense-organs with their respective 
objects is the first step. Following it, the Taijasa mind-stuff 
fiows out thro’ the sockets of the senses and assumes the form 
and shape of the object. This is Vjtti which, as we have 
seen, either establishes rapport of the Caitanya with the object 
or subjugates the awaiis (obscuration by Avidya) and paves 
the way for the reflecticn of the ccnsciousceES delimited by 
the anfahkaravo, in the Vitti. 

The second hurdle is that the Vftti cannot occur without 
the initial contact of the sense-organ with the given object. 
Unless the object is "out there" prior to the Vjtti, the antah- 
karona cannot, go out thro’ the senses and envelop the object 
and take its form and shape. There is the rub. The prior 
existence of the object makes nonsense of the presumption of 
the superimposition of all objects on consciousness. A luper- 
imposed object has no prior existence, apart frem its appear¬ 
ance in an illusory cognition. U has no before or after. How 
then is the contact of the senses with the object prior to the 
Vflli to be explained 7 

If such a contact is conceded there is no need to dub the 
objects perceived as superimposed on consciousness. The 
acceptance of superimposition of objects on consciousness 
(even before Vrtti) and its reversal is a farcical way of 
trying to explain the probltm of percepticn, by disowning it, 
instead of solving it in a rational way. 

For, following the sensory contact with the given object 
"out there", individual consciousness can directly cognise it, 
doing away with the Vrtti going out and taking the form of 
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tbc objeel and the Caitanya reilccicd in the Vftti executing a 
flasli-likc identity with t:ic sabstrate-consciousnessl 

\n dcfenv'c oT the nJis^jcusahilicy of the contactor the 
■icnisc-organs with Che object^ in the interest of Vrtth Advaita 
philo.sophcTR explain that ‘empirical objects' like a jar differ 
fiom ihe ilUiscry ones like the snake-in-lhe rope (pratibhasika)^ 
in being merely imagined lo exist and having no esse of 
ihei" own. other than ilic app'^arance of having one {praiiii- 
'‘Empirical objects”, they say, have an '‘enipi- 
rical existence'^, which being subject to sublatioa by Aimic 
knowledge, theirs is a special type of imagined existence {Kalpi- 
tafVii' sCikl.ild 

V\\is distinction is lUclf ouseless. For, by ihc same token 
of thtir experience nd being a maUer of mere appearance 
(prf.i:ih‘y-atrii:Uirirc:r>^dbi^^^^^^ it. can logically be established 

that l^ley are no: subiainbU’ by for what is negated 

by know lodge is concomitant wnb being PraiUimaira^arlrakti, 
or wdicse esse is a matter of appeararxe only. 

5THf?{W?4r^miWi!FJrTf«r 

3T^qt^Jc5^ff 

Here, the Ad^uHa^Sidt^hi makes a feeble attempt to explain 
that the world of external reality Uho' established to 
Kilpiia (imagined) on grounds of incompatihility of viable 
relation belween consciousncsi and its objects (drdriyasambaiir 
dKinupapuiti) aad Inference of Falsity {miihyatva^ammdnd}, 
stiii^ its stability (stk.lyUva} and durability arc attested 
by the evidence of Pratyabhijiia (recollection). Tho* such a 
seeming recollection of stability and durability is possible in 
illusory experiences also, as in a dream, the objects of external 
world pass the test of verification (pariksitana) wiiile the illusory 
appearances do not and CL^nnot stand the test of Pariksd. 


:o 
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!Tfffrqff4%<5sr7, 

(.Hi, Siddhi., p. 87} 

it may be recalled [hat it is precisely on the ground of 
Parik^ita-pratyak^a certined by the Siik^i on which the realistic 
philosophy of Madhva takes its stand on the in super imposed 
actual exisience and reality of the external objects of the world.* 
And yet Madliusudana would have none of it, tho' it docs not 
prevent him from taking a leaf from Midhva epistemology in 
catling in pariksitapratyak^a to sustain empirical reality, when 
it suits him here. 

When Ihe Upanisad says that Brahman after creating 
the finite world, also enters into it to sustain it {Taitt. 6>.TI.6.) 
to educe name and form from primordial matter, thro* 
Trivftkaraoa {Chdn. Vp, Vi, 4,3) the author of the ,4-6VV3frfft/- 
would have m accept that such activities of Brahman arc 
like those of a Magician (AmdrjMUka) who creates nothing 
real or protects or sustains anything, but merely induces an 
illusion to that etfect on the onlookers.* Such remarks make 
the absorbing attention given to Cosmology in the Vedic and 
Upanisadic texts, the details of creation and retraction at 
the time of Pralaya, the post-mortem peregrinations of Souls 
thro’ dilTereut worlds before being reborn here, a supreme 
exerci^ in futility. Such is the respect for Apaure^aya Srutis 
available in Advaita I 


2. Even when a Parrksiia-praiyak^a is put to a further 
test, if necessary, it can only be done by another determinate 
knowledge. But the Advaitin's hopes of dissolving all empi¬ 
rical reality in the nebulous indctcrminaie Niaprakiraka 
Akhatkdartha psychosis is self-defeating, (Nym. 1.17) 


{A. Siddkt p. 110) 
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The contcritioii of Atlvatta that external objects of per¬ 
ception in ‘'empirical experience*' have to be assigned a 
higher order of reality of existence as ‘‘Vyivaharika”, subject 
to subiation only by BrahmajnSna, rests on a quibble of 
terminology. Since both the PrSribhasika and the Vyavaha- 
nka objects arc equally superimposed and subject to subiation’ 
there is no distinction in their fundamental essence-except 
perhaps in the longeviiy of the world-illusion (dirghabhrdnti) 
and the shon-lived nature of the snakedn-ihe rope. The 
terras of the MiihystVJnumana of the empirical world also 
rest squarely on the common ground belvveea the Pratibhasika 
and the VyavaliSrlka-viz. Jadatva txnd park:chinnatvai 

which betrays tiie fallacy lurking in the desperate attempts 
made to uphold the artificial and unscientific disiinciion 
between them in order to make the best of a bad bargain. 

Experience (anubhava) is immediately rchiled to its object- 
as desire is to the desired and brooks no intermediation over 
and above the barest aiinimura of sensory contact, ft is 
therefore, against all experience to make so many suppositions, 
such as that there is some auknown bogey of a positive 
nescience sitting tight over objects till they are made known 
thro’ Vrtti dispelling that nescience or that in spite of the very 
existence of such a Nescience being exposed to our knowledge 
(in deep sleep) by the w^itness-consetousness. the latter is 
somehow not antagonistic Lo its continuation and yet has the 
power to dispel it. 


Some Advaiiins have tried lo fmd scriptural support to 
Fratikarniavyavastha in the ^^u(ldaka text (1L2.10) . Tam 
eva bhdntam anubhud sarvatn Tasya bhdsd sarvam idum vibhdti^ 
All these (luminaries) shine forth after Him. They shine by 
the power of His effulgence The context here shows that 
the intended sense is that cveryihlug in finite reality draws 
its power to exist, shine and act from the central source of 
power and inuininaiicn of the Lord, This text has nothing 



156 


Advaitasiddhi Vk NyjSy«mita : A Uc-Appfai‘>al 


io do with the ihcoiy that objects of perception coming to 
be known or illumined to knowledge is nothing but the 
illummatioo of ihe Brahma-Caitanya as rbeir substrate of 
superimposiUon or that a unitary consciousness other iban t!ie 
intellection produced by the Vftti has got to be accepted to 
explain ihe day to day, hour to hour occurrence of our 
perceptual knowledge of things. 

The word sa^v:v7i iJsim (ali this) m the Vtu^idaka text is 
contextually restricted to the heavenly bodies like the Sun, 
Moon and scars mentioned there and has no rcfereace to the 
process of our'• knowledge Indeed, Samkara himself in his 
Bha^ya on BS,, (1.3,22) which is biLscd on this lexc refers to 
the Gin text XVT2, as emphasising the fact iiial the Sail and 
the Moon and others owe ihcir powers of effulgence to the 
Supreme Being, The Upani.^ad speaks of Brahman as the 
glowing one ( which is inapplicable to the Advaitic-B. 

which is mere *‘glow” without being a "'glowlm^ in the 
acrive of !he term. As B. itJicIf is not ''glowing” in the 
active sense of the verb and as it i>; the only one that exists 
there is no room for others to shine ^'after W (anu-bhdti). 
As in the usage *^the calf follows in the footsteps of the 
mother cow.d’ the calf too has to walk behind, on its own 
legs. The prefix ami {bhdli) cannot be justified in the absence 
of a difference between the activiiy of the two, the inovement 
of the latter being guided by that of ihe former. 

Moreover, unlike mediate Vnti (pjro/r^j/mlnu) immediate 
experience (aparoksav^ui) can light up its object by its very 
immediacy, after ihe V^itti ha.s taken the form of the object, 
instead of going in again for a coalescence with the Cait?.ny3 
grounded in the The objection that as the antal^karaoa 

of w'hich the Vrtti is :i modification is insentient (Jada) 
lacking in the quality of illumination the Vrtti by 

itself cannot have such a power and has to court the help 
of Caitanya to do so> is fu>t tenable. For, \vc find that 
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even iKo’ the mind-stuff is the maxcrial cause iapiJjnd] from 
which desire knowledge, etc. originate*, thi propirtles, af 
deslreness, knowledg^nejis, etc-, are to be found only in them 
and not in the aniQ\ikaTa:]a as such. Likewise^ Vrtti as a 
modffication of the mind-stuff can aiTord to have the power 
of uicellcctioii and iilurainaiijn of ihe ohjcctj Lho' its npadanl 
or material cause has no such power or properly. 

The objeciion liiat a direct knowiedge aC an object mast 
necessarily be diffcreni ffoni Its V/tli, as the former is of 
the nature of ''caitanya-jntna''' and is expressed intraasitively 
asjar rshincs’^ (ghaUf't^ prikn^mt) unlike the VrUijn‘m:\ 
of The same which is expressed only i::iLisitiveiy as •* I know 
the jar"’ (ghatam is not a very perunent one. 

The rransiitve and fnlransllive forms of predication of the 
same experience or activity is a matter of grammatical rule 
.governing the nature of Che verb euioloyed m describing the 
same action, as in cahti (moves) and :^ac 2 hati (go^s) in the 
Sanskrit language. Otherwise, as the y,rtti itsdf is a modifi¬ 
cation of The mind-stuff and the verb 'pari-n^iw’ (to get 
modified) is intransitive, the statement of ihc Vrltijnaaa of a 
jar as know the jar’ {ghatam aham Jmflini) in transitive 
terms would be unsustainable. Moreover, antahkisiraj^a vrtti 
can have both the properties of intellection OnUna) and 
illunhiiation (prafraBa) just as heat {\ejas) has the power to 
burn and to illumine its surroundings. 

No need for Vrtti to go out of the body 

There is ao need to make the V' rtli go out of the body 
iu order to distinguish immediate from mediate cognitions. 
For, in the former, it is the rapport of Caitanya which 
accounts for immediacy, which is its hall mark. Thus the 


4. Kamas saakalpc vieikitsi iraddha asraddha dhrtir 
adhreir dhir bhlr ityetat sarvam raana eva (Brit. Up. 1, 5, 3) 
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rapport ol Cakaaya with the object can be taken to be 
established b3' virtue of the object being in contact with the 
Vriti ihrougli the sensory coniaci preceding V.rtti and there 
IS no t'uilher need to insist that the rapport of Caitvinya 
must be with the object irse/f os delimited by the Vrlii. 

rr OiiuinyajnanH alone hcis the property of illuminaLian 
and not liae Vnti, wc cannot account for the experience-the 
past is illumiTicd i^aiitam prak&9lte), as there is no scope for 
Cnifanya to operaio chro' Vnii with objects of the past, in 
the absence of sense-contact with ihem^ This shows that 
Vrtli loo has the power io light up its object to knowledge. 
As V riii Uiking tiie form of the object is common to both 
aparok^a and purok.va V ritis, ni tlie latter ihro' conceptuali¬ 
sation, \vithorn the Vni; going out of the body, it would 
appear ihul such Tadikiratva with the rapport of Caiianya 
which is siiiinTo in the unrahkarajjn itself wwild be more 
ihan adeejuuve to light up the object. 

No Joubt, ix sueam of iighi xeuiovcs ihc darkness 
surrounding an object by spreading itself over it {scimilesa), 
l^ut knowledge has a difierent way of conceptualising the 
object. That is wbal happens in mediate knowledge where 
there is no direct contact with the object. The additional 
factor in immediate knowledge is the rapport of Caitanya, 
That makes Tadikaratva or Vrtti taking the form of the 
objecT siilficicnL lo uncover ihe object and Cmtanya which 
is present m Aparoksa-Yrtii will light it up, without Vrtti 
having lo go out of the body, at all. That is much simpler 
tlian insisting on both TadAkinitva and samite^a or physical 
contact of Vrtti with the object as such. 

The example of lac-ile perception offers a parallel, d hc 
sense of touch being all pervasive in the body has no special 
.socket of CAit like the other senses, to go out. Nor can it go 
out thro’ the sockets of any other sense organ, as there 
is no evidence of one sense going out ihro' the socker of 
any other. 
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The Role and identity of the Caitanya 
as the Illuminating Principle 

The role of Caitanya hi the Advaita theory :ih illuminatiag 
die object iu own diffitcuhies. There arc iwo views on 
the subject, one jxivcii in ilie :ias^ihayrl {axirlbaLed to 

.^anKura) and ihc othc" propounded by SuroU'LHii and 
Bh iratitiTih?. The former holds that rhe Caitanya rdiecied 
in ihe Vrtu which hiis iransfonncd itself into n'lC romi and 
shape of the object fiaally lights il up. while lac 
of rhe object (ju^Hata) ;s brought about by BndunacaiUinya 
as the witness-.self, S.tksi: Ghciaiki'tr:7cfhisf!i‘* >:id 
r/ieva praka^aya:; Cfhu /dsya Br:ihn::ia/i:anv.*riJ ird:Is 

The first view is Lnicnable hccause ihe cognition repre- 
>euted by the Caitanya reflected in the Vriii which lias assumed 
the shape of ihc objjcl is a composite one {yis{\^\iij}:^rt:i) and 
:s as such MLthya. U ciuinor, therefore, serve as die iiubstvaLe 
of the supenniposiuon. aiJ the subiirato of a .vuperimpositioa 
has to be of a higher order of realiiy than t)ie sitperimpOvSed. 
The acceptance of any superimposition on a Vi^i.sta-caitanya 
would amiul the fundamentnl hypothesis behind Pratikarmavya- 
vastha that all iinite reality is from the beginning superimposed 
on one transcendental consciousness, through beginninuless 
Nescience and this veil of nescience is lifted to some extent 
by the VrLii as and wTicn it occurs in diiTerent persons. 

The second view is that it is the substrate-Caitanya (adhis- 
ihdrta-caiianya) which illumines the object as the nescience 
surrounding the object is removed by the Vriti coalescing 
with the object (samitesa). The same Caitanya rcftccted in 
ihc VjrUi can as well illumine the objcci, once it is rid of 
The nescience surrounding it. It is, therefore, quite unnecessary 
to go in for a further manifestation of the substiau-Caitanya 
by seeking the idenLification of the V;rtti-reflected Caitanya 
and the substrate-Caitanya to be made manifest by such an 
identification. The power of Caitanya must be the same 
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irrespective of ns siTuaiiori. If Jiva-Caitanya as qualified by 
the object is to be tbc subsiiate. its conditioned nature would 
make ir mirhvA and make ii impossible for it to be the 
substrate of the superiinposition, for reasons already given. 

Noj can ^uddha-Caitanya (Brahman) the unconditioned, 
be the substrate, as it is much mwre Asafiga (relation-less) than 
ciihcr ihc conditioned-BiahmunL or the Jiva-Caitanya. If 
^uddlia-B. needs ihc help of Vrtti to illumine the objects 
which have been superimposed on it from time immemorial 
(as The Advaita theory has it), ii cannot be inlrinsically 
amniscient and all-illurRinating, us it has to take the help of 
V rLti lo do vL>. For, ^uddha-B. is by hypothesis, enveloped 
by Nesience all lino* the duration of the world cycle. Hence, 
there can be no chance of unything glimiucring or coming to 
light :}ny\^iTcrc in the cosmos until this primal Veil of Nescience 
is removed from the face of the Nirvisesa - Brahman — the 
substrate of universal illusion. There would thus be a complete 
black’Cut of all cosmic life. 

Ad\*aito Siddhi intervenes here to say that even though 
w'iihout the eradication of Mula-Avidy5 or fontal nescience, 
there is no dispelling of umversal nescience, still there is no 
fear of black-out of cosmic life on that account. For. there 
will still be the iiiuininaTion produced by the idnovai of 
the veil over the Caitanya delimited by the jar or other 
objects (in everyday life) through ihc Vrlti pevlaining to 
tllCill.'® 


(A.-Siddhi. 90) 
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1 his explanation fails to satisfy- For, Brahma Cahanya 
delimited by an empirical object such as a jar, being Mithya 
on account of its being qualified, thereby (viiisto) cannot 
afford to be the substrate of the supcrimposiiion, without 
offending the principle that the substrate mmi be of a higher 
order of reality than the superimposed. 

That would be equivalent to saying that suddha-Brahman 
which is delimited by an object when it is freed by the Vrtti 
from the veil of such nescience (to that extent) is the illuminer 
of the object. But the dilTiculty would be such a Brahman 
detimited by that ohjecl cannot be the substrate of its own 
supcrimposiiion - for reasons already given. Otherwise, it 
W'ould lead to a self-dependence if Brahman-Caitanya delimited 
by the object h also regarded as the substrate of the super¬ 
imposed object. It w’ouid also render the hypothesis of 
Adliyasika samhandha subsisting without a beginning between 
consciousness and its objects, superfluous. 

Here, the A - Slddhl explains that only ^uddha-B - is the 
substrate of superimposition- Tlie delimiting factors such as 
AjnSna or the object do not constitute the body-politic of the 
substrate, so their being of an inferior order of reality docs not 
pose any problem. This explanation overlooks the fact that 
^uddha-Brahman, im puns can never be conceived 

as the substrate of a superimposition as it is absolutely devoid 
of all generic and specific properties alike of any kind-which an 
adhisthdm (substrate) needs must have. If to avoid this difficulty, 
it is argued that Suddha-Nirvisesa B. is the substrate of super- 
imposition in ils avr/^-stale, there will be complete black out of 
all cosmic life lill the world-cycic continues to be unliquidated. 

The explanation, that Suddha^B. being the updddna 
(material cause) of alt phenomena will be non-different from all 
of them and as such ii will be in a position to illumine all else 
as being identical with its own being, — even as it illumines its 
own beingv is not wcli-fouEded. For a transforming B. cannot 
be *Siiddha' but only ccnditloned and the ‘‘conditioned'* 
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would bz Mithys and cannot again be the substrate of any 
superimposirioti for reasons already stated. 

[X io avoid this difficulty, upadduatm is interpreted as being 
the substrate of a super-imposition, without sclf-transformaiion 
in the form of phenomena, then not being of identical essence 
with phenomena, it cannot illumine them as its own self. 
Hence, it will have to forgo its Sarvajhatva. The doctors of 
Advaiia Vedftnta too have agreed ihat B-’s sarvajnatva 
presupposes that it is Avidyl-oriented and is not opposed to 
influence,® 

Advaitasiddhi here rejoins that there is no redundancy of 
Caramavrtti, if there is Caitanyaprakasa in the wake of every 
Vrtti of external objects. Brahman revealed by the final 
psychosis catted Caramayrtti is the one unfettered by any kind 
of adjimcts, unlike in other cases of its illumination thro' 
object — delimited Caitanya thro’ appropriate Vrtti. The 
Sfuti — Ekadhaivo anudr-as(avyam (Brh. up IV * 4 . 20) also 
^ays the highest form of Brahman — realisation thro’ Carama- 
vciti generated by the rumination of Vedantic texts is in terms 
of an akhanda impartitive experience, unitary and differenceleas. 
JnSna and Ajnana must have reference to the same subject 
matter. Since Brahman is an undifTerenced being, the Caraina- 
vriui realisation cannot include wilbin its content any mode or 
adjunct, positive or negative, cither attributively or as an 
accidental mark (wpa/aAyafjtf). The content of Caramavrtii is, 
therefore, a bare undifferenced Caitanya while the Caitanya 
implicated in the normal Vruis connected with objects of 
perception is delimited by them as upddhiSs The Caramavrtii is, 

• SarvaJHatvam api Avidyavatvam akslpatyeva natu pratiksipaii 

(inandabodha) 
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therefore, in no way rendered superfluous by the illumination 
of Cit in the other Vrttis of objective experience/ 

The Tartuigini points out in reply that the Caramavrtti 
gOgendered by the intensive study and reflection over the import 
of the Vedanta texts in terms of an Akhapdkrtha has to 
depend on getting rid of ail doubts and misconceptions regard¬ 
ing the nature of B. That can only be achieved by dispelling 
all such doubts and misconceptions by the conect knowledge 
of the nature of B. based on a specific and distinctive 
knowledge of its characteristics {sa-prakaraka-jnam) which 
alarm can put an end to doubts and misconceptions and not 
a vague nebulous knowledge of bare being {nis-prakarakajUnay 
that Akha^cUrtha will be. The Sruii Ekadhaiva anudrasravyam 
only means that the essential properties of B. such as its 
omniscience and blissfullness are all of a uniform nature 
without any trace of their opposites of nescience or imper¬ 
fection (Cf. Nironi^toniravadyah). The modal suffix dhi (in 
eka-dhi) suggests this. The principle that knowledge of a 
given thing and the absence of it, must have reference to the 
same subject matter {Visaya) relating to it does not 
rule out the presence of several other characteristics of uniform 
nature in the given entity.'* 

7. rrtitT; 

(A . Siddhi. p. 90) 

f^Ttarg 1 t g afetrtf- 

1 (Tg. 1S7) 
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Impossibility of reflection of Caitanya 

Even supposing that Vrlti 1;% necessary to bring about 
rapport of Caitanya with the object to illumine it, it is 
difficult lo see how conciousuess can ever get itself ref/ected 
in Vrlti, since Caitanya is amenable to perception. The 
Antab^arana loo has no visible form (udbkutarupd) to be able 
to reflect anything. Nor can reflection be taken in the sense 
of modification into the form and shape of unta^^haraiia. like 
molten gold in a crucible, as Caitanya is unmodifiabie. Nor 
can it be in the sense of abiding in as Caitanya being 
all-pervasive cannot '"abide in” anything else, save in its 
own self, 

A.Siddhi explains that it is not grossness or visibtltry of 
the reflecting medium, but its transparency which makes reflec¬ 
tion of an object in the mediuTn. Tarongi^i points cut that 
transparency of the medium is also an expression of its 
visibility. 

Answering the criticism of the Nym that ‘ Tadakaratva’ 
of the Vrtti taking the form of the object cannot be construed 
by the Advaita as objectivity to knowledge {tad-visayatvam) 
as the concept of visayatva has been rejected by it as un- 
definable on account of Drgd^syasambandha-anupapattit the 

Siddhi has propounded an improvised definition of 
'Tadikfiratva’ as : 

Asti ttyadi tadvisayakavyavah&raprciibandhaka- 

ajndnanivQriana yogya tvant 

This means : TadfikSraivam of the Virtti consists in the 
fitness to dispel the necicnce which has been preventing the 
object superimposed, from being spoken of as existing 
In plain words this could only mean that the mode of speech 
(vyavahdra) about the existence of the object is dependent on 
the removal of the nescience which stands in the way of the 
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object being so spoken of in VyavahSra or common parlance,— 
without necessitating the acceptance of its real uiisuperimposcd 
existence, in its own light. The clear stand taken by the 
author of the Siddhi- on the scope of the sublating 
knowledge of both empirical objects and objects of illusion 
that sublation in both the cases is inefusive of the apparent 
existence of them, in essence {svarupuj^am^edhah) inclusive of 
the time and place of their apparent existence^ leaves no room 
for doubt that the difercnce between the Vyavahinka and 
the Pralibhbsika Is more teimiuological than substantial, due 
to the length of duration or the shortness of the continuation 
of the misconception about the actual existence of the object. 

The Tarangini points out that there can be no relation 
ofw'hatis determined and what determines (pray^jyaprayoja^ 
kabhdva) between the removal of Nescience of empirical 
objects and the fitness to do so as the terms embodying the 
definition of this '^fitness*’ (yogyatvifm) includes within its 
icrms and meaning the dissolution of the nescience as a 
fait accompli.*^ 

The rapport of Caitanya with the object cannot be one 
<if conjanclion or other relations except one of superimposition 
in AdvaiLa as Caitanya is Asafiga. As there is already a 


9, Svarupetj^aiva traikulikanhedkapratiyogitvasya 

Proparyce iuktirnpye ca angxkcirdt (A. Siddhi p.S) 

10, i 5T«rr t 

{A. SiJdhi) 

i 3ri|?rTsn’Tr4sr%?fe6’?^^ 3r!riftir^?5rt!T i 

^«?Pr 7 T^Tfr«T!wrqa^€«r 5 1 

(Tg. p. 156) 
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beginningless superimposed relation between drk and Jr^ya to 
justify Pralikarmavyavasthl previous to the Vrtti, one of the 
two would be superfluous. Other relations are not the 
detenninants of D.^syaiva (perceivability) of objects which is 
the ground of their falsity (miihydtva) in the interest of 
Pratikarma vyavasthi. 


Nescience one or many? 

The indispensabilily of Vrtti to remove the veil of 
nescience which is standing in the way of the illumination 
of the object to perception, is open to question. If this 
nescience acts as a film objicuring the vision of the perceiver 
and resides in him, its removal would enable him to get 
over his disability and see the object. If this veil should^ 
however, be around the object itself its removal would enable 
everyone within reach to see it. On this analogy, one man’s 
V rtli should usher in universal illumination of all phenomena,— 
which is not the case. 

Here, Advaita thinkers have propounded two different 
views about the nature of Ajnaiia. According to the Vivaxa- 
naklra there is only one universal positive Nescience, which 
has its locus in the self but its v/jeyu is all that is not-self- 
There is no evidence to hold that there is a distinct and 
different positive Aj/lana enshrouding each and every object- 
VimukUtman author of IslQ$fddhi has, howwer, opted for 
as many Nesciences as there are cases of true knowledge- 
Both the positions have their own difficulties. 


Eka - Ajnana Vida 

On the first view, there will be the coniingency of 
iosiuntaneous, Moksa by the eradication of the one Ajnana 
by any single Vmi. If the right knowledge of shell arising 
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after the stultifying cognition (Jbadha) does not liquidate 
Avidy* root and branch, there can be no talk of Bsdha, 
dj definrd by the Vivarana, as the rennination by Jiiina, of 
AjnSna along with its olfsprings, whether still lingering or 
which have merged in their source,“ 

It cannot be contended that in cases like this the termina¬ 
tion of AjnSna and its non-termination are faotlt sustainable, 
m the case of the illiisioa of silver in shell, the former is merged 
in its casual stuff of nescience, but the casual stuff as such is 
not liquidated. That is brought about only by knowledge of 
Brahman engendered by Carama-v riti. In other words, in such 
cases only the power of veiling exercised by nescience is 
removed, but nescience by itself is «<ir liquidated in its entirety 
of essence. 

But it doss not stand to reason LliaL knowledge of shell 
destroys only the product of Ajndna (silver) without destroying 
its cause viz. Ajnana. It is an established principle that Jnsna 
as the liquidator of Ajnlna destroys through //, its products also. 
This makes it clear that Jnana is antagonistic to the products 
of AjnSna quite as muck as it is to AjnSna os such. It would 
be illogical to say that JnSna destroys the effects of Ajnlna 
without destroying their parent. The Realist’s objection that it 
would be meaningless to talk of stultification ((badha) of 
'^uktirajata’ without the liquidation of Ajnlna as such,atays. 

If the purpose of Vrtti is only to remove the veil of 
nescience covering the object, there Iwill be no prospect of the 
illumination of the shell (in an erroneous cognition) even after 
the stultifying cognition has set in, in the absence of inanifcsla- 
tion {abhivyaktl) of Caitanya, It cannot be that there is 
possibility of a partial manifestation of Caitanya after a 
particular removal of Ajiuna thro’ the V/tti in a given case — 


//. Ajhindsya vartamaneno pravilinena vi svakdryena 
saha nivrtttr bSdhal^ (Vivarana) 
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just as there is a removal of darkness, t.o ever so slight an extent, 
even in utter darkness, when a small glow-worm glimmers. The 
analogy is irrelevant — for Caitanya and AjnSna are both 
beginningless substances and are partUss. So. Caitanya either 
manifests itself in iota or not at alL Ajnana stays in its entirety; 
or is dispelled outri^ht^ There is no halfway house between 
the two. 

if the successful removal of ihe veil of nescience around 
the substrate-Caitanya (the Viiesya^Caiiany d) is accomplished 
by the Vriii pertaining to the shelK the riddance of the veil of 
nescience should be able to usher in Moksa. here and non>y which 
does noi happen. 

Avidya cannot have the inseniicnt (Jada) object for its 
abode {Siraya). as the latter is itself imagined to exist, by 
Avidyn. The insentient being cognitally devoid of any illumi¬ 
nation (asrapraka^a) will have nothing to gain or lose by rhe 
removal of the veil, Avidya cannot, therefore, have any power 
to veil an insentient entity, as it serves no purpose. Nor have 
Advaitins claimed any such possibility.^^ 

It comes to this then that neither the Jac/a object nor the 
Caitanya as such can be rhe Vi^aya of the veiling. The veiling 
of the composite enliiy (the Caitanya qualified by the object) 
cannot also be mooted as a solution — in conformity with the 
principle of interpretation of significant negation or predication 
— Savi^esane vidkinisedfiatt VL^e^avam upasankraFTiOtOsh safi 
\iiesye badhe — that a qualified injunction or negation when 
found to be incompatible with the substantive element in a 
proposition is to be restricted in its application to the adjunct- 
eiement alone. This principle would apply with equal force to 
its counterpart where a qualified injunction or prohibition is 

12. *rr ^ 

i {Vivaraza) 

irifJT fcTt g:7q^ ( {Istasiddki!.124) 
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found inapplicable to the duali/yhig adjunct — in which ease 
the restriction would he to the substamivc element. That would 
^cad to the undesirable contingency here that the removal of the 
veil of nescience over the shell and its subsequent illumination 
would at once lead to the illumination of the Suddha-Brahman 
as the substantive element with reference to the shell-delimited 
Caitanya. For it would be utterly impossible for the veiling 
power of Avidya, which does not admittedly veil the qualifying 
Jada element of shell but only the self qualified by thesheli — 
that is to say the or the composite whole, to remove 

the veil surrounding the composite entity without removing it 
from the substantive "'Vi^e^ya*' entity. 


Nana-Ajnanavada 

The difncuUy is no less in the other view that there are as 
many Nesciences as there are correct cognitions (Juana). Here' 
the many '^Ajninas” are regarded as the expression of different 
""States” of the original Mula-Ajnina, acting as the material 
cause of particular superimposed objects aad these ^‘states” 
alone are dispelled, severally, along with their Vrttis and the 
superimposed objects projected by them. 

Of course, this would bar the immediate daw'n of Moksa, 
as only the nescience pertaining to the shell has been dissolved. 

But then, if these ^"states” are ditferent form of AjiUna 
there would still be many AJnSnas and such a position has 
its own dilliculUcs, as vtt shall see. 


If they are not diiferent forms oi AjnSna, they cannot be 
liquidated by Jn5na> as can liquidate Ajnana. As 

being “other than Ajnina'* (that is, different from it) and still 
being the material cause of respective illusory kiiow’ledge 
caused by superimposition, they will invite the fallacy of 
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overpervasion of the difinition of AjnSna as the source of 
all Bhrama (error). 

The acceptance of many Ajninas will have to face other 
difficulties also. The question would naturally arise if a 
particular Vriti pertaining to tlie shelh would destroy all 
cases of ifs nescience elsewhere also or only one specific 
of its kind, when it arises. In the former case, there will 
no possibility of any shell-silver illusion, afterwards, any¬ 
where else. In the laUer, there would be no illumination 
of the shell, even after the particular shell-nescicnce has been 
dispelled, as there are bound to be numerous other layers 
of Nescience of the same object, obscuring it at other times 
This contingency would also arise in the other view that 
dilTereat nesciences are ^^states"' of the same Nescience. 

Moreover, it is difficult to see how'objects like the shell 
which have a beginning in time and Caitanya which only 
a/ferwards cemes to be delimited by such objects can at all 
be considered to be the Visaya (objective content) of a 
^*beginn'ingUss Nescience**. How could there he a beginnings 
less veiling in the absence, as ^et, of something un-born 7 

It cannot be explained away that xho' there is, in reality, 
only one amorphous beginningless Nescience and its veil 
which has the beginniagless Caitanya for its yisaya^ this veil 
remains mfhout becoming deUmiled by particular objects till 
they actually come into being and that the same Nescience 
is spoken of as the veil obscuring the Caitanya delimted by 
the object in question. This will open the door to immediate 
Mok^a by the correct cognition of a shell after its illusory 
experience as silver. For, here, the Nescience which, by 
hypothesis, is veiling the un-delimited (anHvxta) suddha- 
Caitanya from time immemorial is the some Caitanya as ha^ 
become delimited by the shelL That being so, when, after 
the direct perception of the shell as such by right cognition, 
the nescience veiling the Caitanya delimited by that shell is 
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removed, the removal of that veil surrounding the Buddha- 
Cailanya must follow an a matter of course and that would 
be the realisation of Mok^a, 

Answering this point, the Siddhi argues** that a Vrtu 
is competent only to remove the veil of nescience of the 
Caitanya delimited by its particular adjunct at the time* 
[t cannot, therefore, be expected to remove the veil enveloping 
the ^uddha-Caitauya when it remains undelimted {anavocchinna) 
This argument sets great store on the ground of delimitation 
(avaccheda). The Toranglni therefore, turns to the familar 
analogy of tlie preposition Vrk^^ai^ kapisamyogi (the tree is 
in conjunction with the monkey), where the monkey is 
seated on one particular branch and not on any other or 
on the entire tree. The 'Kapisamyoga’ is no doubt rjot 
extensive with the tree. Bui as the supporting base (idhara) 
of the animars physical contact, even with a limited part 
of the tree, the Tree os mch is indeed one and the samr^ 
Even so, Caitanya whose veiling as delimited by a particular 
object h the same Suddha-Caitanya and not different. Hence 
the contingency of iinmediate Mok?a by the illumination 
of 5uddha-Caitanya even as delimited by the shell, is 
inivitable.^* 

Parallel of Jnknapraga-bnavaha^a refuted 

The Vedanta-kauQiudi has tried to overthrow the cniicism 
against the non-termination of alt other states of nescicnc^ 

{A. Siddhi 94) 

" ' ” r?- 161 ) 
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by the liquidatLoa of any one particular nescience from the 
standpoint of the theory one Unitary Nescience, by bringing 
up a counter argument based on the non-tennination of 
all but one Jnanapr&gabhiva (antecedent uou-cxisLcrvce of 
Juana by the genesis of its counter positive (protiyogi) 
and its illumination to knowledge, To explain-It is accepted 
by all that the termination of the prior non-existence of a 
iar brings its couuterpositivc into being. But Pragabliavas 
are anadi and countless with reference to each counterposltive* 
If all such Pragabhavas of Ike knowledge of a Jar are 
terminated by the knowledge of one particular counterpositive 
jar, there will be no ^wn-inumination of other jars thereafter. 
On the other hand, even if the knowledge of one object 
terminates only the PrSgabhSva of that knowledge, there will 
still be no Praki^a or illumination of it, as the numerous 
other Pragabhavas would remain unterminated-in w'hich case, 
the object will have no chance of emerging into being and 
be illumined to knowledge* 

The analogy of Pragabhava is irrelevant. For, unlike 
AjnSna, Pragabhava is not conceived as an avarana* (veil) 
covering the object or an object-limited Caitanya. Its role 
is that of a cause in the production of the effect, like the 
staff of the pot-maker in w^hirling the potter’s wheel. It is 
the physical presence of the cause which determines the 
genesis of the effect and not at all the termination of the 
entire family of its kindred antecedent non-existences, past^ 
present and future, which is absolutely impossible of realisation. 

Technical legerdemain, verbal juggleries and hair-splittings 
apart, sound logic and universal experience tells us that the 
knowledge of the substrate of an illusory experience puts 
an enj to the existence and continued experience of the 
illusory object superimposed on that sublrate rill then. 

Tiie AJvaita theory of Pratikarma Vyavastha, on the 
other hand, asks us lo believe that the substrate-Caitaoya when 
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it comes into its own from its veiling by nescience, lights up 
{prakistyad} the object superimposed on itself, alon^ with 
its own shining forth 

Tasmdd adhUthanacaiianyam snidhyastam bhilsuyati 

iti siddham (A, Siddhi p. 94) 

This is not only mystifying but lopsy lurvy. Madhva 
raises this point in his criticism of the Advaita interpretation 
of Ekavijn^nenn Sarvavijndnam that the true kaowledgc of 
the substrate of a super-imposition terminates the knowledge 
of the super-imposed object till then prevailing and does no^ 


Nah\ iuktijUa rajatajiia iiyucyate. Virodkat tayor 
jh^iayoH (Madhva^ VTN) 

The elaborate attempt to establish and defend the theory 
of Pratikarma-Vyavasths in Advaita epistemology is thus an 
exercise in futility, 



CHAPTER XIX 


ANTINOMIES INVOLVED IN THE 
ADVAITA INTERPRETATION OF 
NEHA NANASTI * SRUTI 

As a last resort, Atlvaita has to pin its faith on the 
Ntha nanSsti to establish the absolute negation of all 

empirical reality in the iateren of its thesis that there is only 
one real in existence and no second or ‘'other”, positive or 
negative. This is uot possible. For, the body of texts called 
^ruti is also other than Brahman, The authoritativeness 
of the Sruti as a flawless means of prof3f and its fitness to 
establish its meaning is also an in-built property of the ^!ruti, 
which cannot be taken away from it. If what that ^niti says 
is Paramarlhikasat, the Sruti text as its vehicle mmt be equally 
Paramarthika. By denying the existence and reality of any 
second, whatsoever, the Sruti will be denying Its own existence 
and right to speak anything worth believing, and falsify its own 
verdict, The case of a verbal testimony, its self-validity and 
to convey its meaning are all its in-built characteristics 
which cannot be whilted down. Even the prophetic words 
of a Devata appear! ng in our dreams and forecasting 
something good oi bad have been credited with validity as 
intimations of what is going to happen or as marks of imporx 
by way of coriespondcnce, llio’ not as ‘"sabda-Pramana” as 
such, whose claim to absolute validity rests on Apii in ihe end^ 
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Tt cannot he that the Keha-nanasti text stands for the 
absolute falsity of all else but Brahman, Some restriction 
has to be made in icrms the normal requirernent that a valid 
utterance should have the same status, order of reality and 
fitness to establish its truth, as ihe enunciation itself. In tlie 
Vidhivakya ^S^argakamo yaje^Q\ the right to offer a sacrifice is 
restricted lo ihe members of the three Varnas «nly» as having 
the qualifying right of tending the sacred fire and Vedic 
study, which is the Upajivya pramana or pre-requisite in icspcc^ 
of the person to offer the sacrifice. This applies vo a Virihi or 
a Nisedha alike. 

If a restriction is to be made in rhe import of the 
Nehananasti text it can only be in regard to an imaginary 
world, which, according to Advaita philosophy, is the subject 
of the creation texts {Srstisrutis) ^ and not the real one in 
which we live, move and have our being. Otherwise, the 
absolute negation of the empirical world and the afnrmation 
of the sole reality of Brahman, in the same breath 
would be open to an interdependence. For. it is only after 
it is firmly established that there is no impediment to setting 
aside the logical lequlrenieiit that the status of a verbal 
testimony, its meaning, validity and fitness to convey its 
truth shall be of the same status and order of reality as that 
of the enunciation of the absolute negation of all else but 
Brahman, that the Nchaninisri Sruti can pass muster. And 
it is only after tHat is conclusively established that the question 
of restricting the scope of the NehanSnisti text so as to 
exclude iiseif from the sweep of the proposed negation 
can arise^ It comes to this that if the Neliananasti text should 
also negate the esse of a second as part of its meaning, it 
would stultify itself, as the Sruti itself is other than Brahtnan- 
the one reality and must .share in the falsificaUcn of all else 
hut Brahman. If the Sruti is In be exempted from the scope 


^ See SBSBI1.L33. 
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of the negation, the thesis of the falsity of all hut Brahman 
would be buried alive. 

Apart from that, if the negation of all else but Brahman 
contemplated by the Sriiti is a negation of all empirical reality 
essence (svarupena) in all the three periods of time, it will 
contradict the claim that what is Nithya as detiaed by the 
Advaila is quite different from *'Asar'^ or total non-being. 
( Asadvlfaksanam). 

If the negation contemplaied is of the Pancamaprafcara 
or fifth Older of predication, such a negation would be 
equally applicable io Brahman which is. by hypothesis, 
Nlrdharmaka or devoid of all attributes, including the 
property of being Paramarthika. 

Nor can the negation be from the Vyavaharika angle. 
For, the Advaita is never tired of claiming that what it and 
the Sruiis deny is the Paramarthika reality of the empirical 
world and not its Vyavaharika reality. It would therefore 
make no sense to deny that the empirical world has no 
Vyavaharika reality. 

Moreover in regard lo the Tat tvam asi text, Advaita has- 
opted for a liberally diluted identity based on the secondary 
sense {laksana) of Tat and Tycm (Brahma and Jiva) in terms 
of a pure consciousness (Cinmarraikya) to steer clear of 
conilict with perceptual and other evidences. For the same 
reason, it would be incumbent upon it to explain the falsity 
of the world (said to he) contemplated by the Nehananasti 
tcxi its directed towards an imaginus y world such as what,, 
according to Advaita, Brahman is nipposcd to create ® an^ 
not the actual one in which we all live, move and have our 
being and strive to have our aspirations fuiniled. Otherw'isc, it 
would lead to the undesirable conclusion that the distinction 
of the present world in which we live from what is utterly 
non-existent {asad-vaitaksanya) is a myth. 
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VyAsairtha argues that the acceptance of the total negation 
of all but Brahman in the T^chananasti text as an indubitable 
fact and truth, side by side with the affirmation of the sole 
reality of Brahman would lead to a collapse of the principle 
of Monism, in addition to the risk of the negatory text 
involving itself in a self contradiction in the process (as being 
other than Brahman). 

In reply, the Advaita Siddhi contends that there is no 
danger to the principle of Monism or fear of self-immolation 
of the Sruti. The reason is that in Advaita philosophy, the 
entire domain of the non-existence of all duality {{dvaitlbhava) 
is included in the very being of Brahman, which is its locus 
^adhikarana). And such a Brahman has been spoken of in the 
Sruti as reality, consciousness and infinitude, and further as 
Tat Satyam (that alone * ia real). That being so, the Neha- 
nanasti text cannot be restricted in its application to some 
imaginary world of duality and must be taken at its full face 
value as referring to the world of duality established by 
Pratyaksa. 

The TarUngii^il repulses this argument as follows. The 
panoramic wonder and variety displayed by the world as we 
see and experience it attest the unspeakable richness and 
variety of its causal potency and the greatness of its creator.* 

Moreover in regard to the Tat tvam asi text Advaita has 
opted for a diluted identity between Jiva and Brahman in 
terms of the Secondar>‘ meaning {lak^and) of the words **Ta("' 
and “Tvam” denoting conscioume.ss pure and simple (Cinml- 
raikyam) to avoid conflict with Pratyaksa and other evidencess 


See fxi. 1 ante. 

Note that Madhusudana Sarasvati here twists Tat 
satyam to mean Tadtva satyam^ 

*. See S. on B.S. 1.12. 
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in Th.e event of Viiluaikya (identity between two composite 
entities). The principle of Upajlvyaprabalya is true equally 
of affirmative and negative propositions. For the same 
reason, then, lie should he prepared to agree that the falsity 
of the world believed to be taught by the Nchananasti text 
has reference to an imaginary world, which according to him 
is the subject of the creation texts in the Upanisads. * Other¬ 
wise, he will have to face the inevitable conclusion that if the 
universe of our experience is denied absolutely, in deference 
to the Nclianauasti text, it cannul be held to be Jisimet from 
utter non-exisiencc (asadvailaksanya) as he would like to 
have it but only as Sadvilalcsawaiva. 

Here, the authen of the Stddhi contends that there is no 
need to concede that the fitness of words is a proposition 
to convey a consistent meaning such as in Nehanunas:i must 
necessarily be a real and true fitness, though the case is 
different in respect of the text ^Svargakamo yajeta’. In the 
present case, it is necessary to insist on the condition that 
the fitness in question must be a real one. For, competence 
to convey the true meaning is determined by fitness as such-not 
fitness qualified by the condition of its being real (titness)- 
(titivikayosyota). 

The Tarangini points out that the two texts Nehananasti 
and SvaTgakamo yajeta^ as verbal testimony are on the same 
par. They are sacred texts, highly authoritative and must 
make proper sense. We are not dealing with mere gossip 
of the streets here, fn dealing with serious problems raised 
by the Sruti texts the fitness of the words to convey a viable 
sense capable of ensuring the validity of their statements must 
be equally true and real and no: a make bciieve. 


Na ceyam paramlrthnnsayl S\^tisrutih. Ayidyakalplta 
namarupayyayahSragocaratyat BrahmatmabhavapraitpaJana 
paratvdcca ityeiadiipi naiva vismarravyam. i.33) 
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Take the iiruti Par.l asya ^aktir vividhaiva iruyate s\'abhiiviki 
jmnabahkriyd ca (Svi't, Vp^ VLS), It refers to Brahman’s 
creative powers as vast and intrinsic to its nature i^Syabhavik^ 
s^aktin and mi the projections of Maya. That belies the conten¬ 
tion that the iiegarion of the reality of all duality is ihe real 
purport of the Nehananaxti text. 

The argument of the A.Siddhi that the negation of 
duality is conceived as identical in essence with the Brahman 
as its locus is also untenable. The negation of duality is 
Sop^hika (conditioned) and Brahman is Nirupadhika, The 
former cannot be part of the essence of Ihe latter. Nor can 
it be admitted on the ground that the negation of duality 
has been taught by (that pan of ihe Siuti which is truth- 
declaring : taif\>a\'edaka). Such an argument is open to afi 
interdependence in thought and reality. The text which negates 
the reality of all duality can be claimed to be truth-declaring 
only after it is fu st of all established that it is truth-declaring 
by virtue of the negation of duality being identical in essence 
with Brahmasvarupa. It is only after that is establishe^d 
that it would follow from it that the negation of duality 
taught by the Meha nanasti lext is of identical essence with 
Brahmasvarupa, 

Moreover the vital difference between the two contentions 
jiS that the question whether the Nehananasti text really 
means to establish. Ihc utter negation of all else but Brahman 
as a viable feet and truth is still under discussion and debate 


According to Dvaita. philosophy the Ncha uanasti text 
denies that there is any internal distinction between 
Brahman and its mataphysical attributes of Inana^* 
ananda, etc. 

See my E. T. of Jayatirtha’s Nyayasudlia Bangalore 
I993 p, 4.W0. 
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whereas the fact that the creative powers of Brahman are 
intrinsic to its nature and that the world is, therefore! 
the outcome of the exercise of thai power stands already 
well attested and accepted in so many words by the 
Svciasfaiara Upani:^d. (VI S). That should make a decisive 
difference in favour of accepting the Dvaita position 
that the Neha nanlsti text cannot be forced to convey 
something which would be suicidal to its own credibility 
as a Pram ana. 

As it is impossible to shut one’s eyes to the reality 
of the absence of a second to Brahman (dvitiya abhava- 
sattva) which is embodied in the very terms of the negative 
proposition (VSnfi nasti) the Advaita is hard, put to it t^ 
somehow circumvent it. It tries to do so with the following 
explanation. Though it follows as a coTollary form the 
negation of any “other^’ besides Brahman that the absence 
of such as ‘'other” is a philosophical fact and truth (which 
will affect the principle of Monism), still there is no fear 
of any such adverse result, Forj not withstanding the 
negative form of the enunciation of the proposition ; 
Jha nasti - its purport is only affinnatioa of the sole 
reality of one (Brahman) and nothing else besides. This 
has the support of the Mimamsa principle of interpretation 
vidhau paras sabdarthah"' that the meaning of the words 
of a proposition is the purport intended to be conveyed 
by them and not their echoes or what is got by reading 
between their lines. 

In reply the Tarongini points out that a Vidhi 
(injunction) or a Nisedha (negation or prohibition) cannot 
have its purport elsewhere than in the expressed sense of 
t^he words except on three grounds : (1) that the expressed 
sense of the proposition is already well - known or is 

made known to us by another Pramana; or (ii) its being 

opposed to a stronger Pramana; or (iii) if it leads to a 

splitting of a single proposition into two on account of 
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|hc said predication or negation being applicable to Ibe 
qualifying adjunct of the subject of the proposition 
{uddesya vlsesana) as in the well-known Vidhi Graham sammarsti. 
Here, the singular number (in Graham) happens to be the 
qualifying element of the sacrificial vessel {graha) which 
according to the Vidhi is to be cleaned with a piece of cloth, 
before it is filled with Soma juice to be offered in the Jyoti^toma 
VigE- There are many such vessels {Grah&h) to be cleaned 
and filled and offered. If then, the oneness {ekatva) of the 
Graha is also taken to be vidhivi^aya’- (subject of the injunction) 
it will lead to the splitting of the Vakya into two by necessi¬ 
tating the injunction to clean {sammarjana) to be applied 
severally to the Graha and its oneness (singular nuinber) - the 
later being impossible, Nor can the Vidhi be understood as a 
or a composite injunction applicable to the Graha 
qualified by its oneness. For^ in that case, by the operation 
of the rule that what applies to a yisisia (composite whole) 
would be equally applicable to its qualifying adjunct Visistasya 
yat bhaYQii tat yisesanasyapi bhavatU the injunction to clean the 
ekatva of the Graha (and the Graha as such) will be opposed 
to the other injunction that the Rtviks shall clean all the 
Gralias with a piece of cloth.’ Hence, it has been declared 
in the Siddhanta of the Sammargadhikarana of the Purva 
Mimamsa that the uddesya-visesana In a Vidhi is to be treated 
as not intended to be included for purport of the Vidhi. 

The present Nehananlsti text does not fall under any 
of the three categories listed above. As a Monistic text^ it is not 
looked upon as repetitive of something already known by any 
other Pramana. (Such a$ the reality of an other thro' 
Praiyaksa)- Only Bheda-Srutis are accepted in Advaita as 
amivadaka of the differences known thro’ (Vyavahlrika) 
Fratyakja: while Advaita Sfutis are credited with Apurvata 
(novelty). As the ultimate purport of the Advaita sJrutis is an 
xtkhandirtha of pure Caitanya. the existence of the absence 

’ Sodhaniyi Grahis sarve Vlsahkhandena Cartviji. 
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of an ' 'other'' as a reality and a truth canaot in any way be 
opposed to it. An akhandartha - judgment is by its nature 
indeterminate, (^nisprakaraka). Only a determinate proposition 
{sQfrakaraka) c^n be in conflict with another saprakaraka one, 
A Nisprakaraka-judgment will be innocuous. 

An ingenious argument has been introduced to get out 
of this difficulty created by the express negation of 
in Nehaninisti and the tacit admission it carries of the reality 
and truth of the absence of such an ^^other” on the ground 
of a self-contradiction, lu which the Nehan4nasti text will be 
exposed, if it concedes the reality of the absence of au ‘‘other’" 
while negating the very existence of an “other*". The truth 
of the absence of the negation of an “other'* does not contra¬ 
dict the negation of the '‘other’* but only confirms it. 

But negation and its negation cannot be placed on the 
same order of reality. If this is not accepted, there will be 
no need for Advaita to assign Avi^aniy/jii (annihilation of 
Avidya) lo a fifth order or predication, while Avidya itself is 
classed under the fourth order of predication (sadasadvilaksana).. 

To avoid self-contradiction in making the Nehananasti. 
Sruti deny the absence of an other, postulated by itself, th^ 
Advaita thinker now turns to some other texts like Eko drasia 
advaito bhurati {Brlu Up^ W, J.J.) that there exists only one 
perceiver without, a “second”, to sustain his position, of the 
absence of any other second - be it a second or absence of 
a second. But as all Advaita Srutis are, by hypothesis, 
committed to a bare consciousness (ci/imatram) in terms of an 
indeterminate psychosis (nisprokorakajnam) the existence of 
aa ‘^oiher” or its non-existence as a fact and a truth will in no 
way be opposed to pure ronseiousness as there can be an opposi¬ 
tion only betw'een two determinate cognitions of opposing 
conlent. The self coiUradiction of its own words by the 
Nehanfioasti text in denying the reality of the absence of an 
‘‘Other’, postulated by itself, by saying that it h not the 
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import of the Sruti is also open to mutual interdependence. 
It cannot be avoided by maintainiag that there is no self 
contradiction because there is no import (in respect of the 
absence of an other - (fw/iynWjavfl) and that because of there 
being no such import there is no self-contradiction. 

The argument that the '‘other"' {dvitlya) is itself mithya 
and that, therefore, there will be no seU-conlradiction on the 
part of the NehanSnftsti text If it denies both the existence of an 
‘■other” and the absence of its existence in the same breath 
not acceptable. Tor a negation and its coumcr-correlative 
cannot be placed on the same par or order of reality. 
If this is accepted, there will be no justification for the 
Advaita to place the liquidation of Avidyi {AvldyanivTtH) in 
a fifth order of predication (pancamaprakaritd) while the 
liquidated Avidyi is placed in the fourth order of predication 
as ‘Sadasadvilaksana’ or Anlrvaraniya^ 

Moreover, it is incumbent on the seeker of truth in 
Advaita to acquire true knowledge of Brahman as the one 
without a second, transcending hunger and thirst 
{aianly^dyatUa) and as Satyam, jnS^naniy etc, which is 
knowledge of a very determinate kind {saprakaraka). As already 
pointed out, the modal suffix dhd in Ekadhaiva anu drstavyam 
in the Nekandnasti text lays stress on the mode of the 
knowledge of Brahman to be acquired. Hence, it w^ould 
be against the spirit and letter of the text io rule out the 
knowledge of the absence, of an '‘other’' as out of hounds 
of the import of the Nehanaiittsti f^ruti. Otherwise, even 
ihe Vyavaharika reality of all others than Brahman w'ouid 
have to be taken away. 

It cannot be said that a subsidiary import {avOntara 
Utparyd) of the NehanSnisti text can be admitted in terms 
of the absence of an "‘other”, without prejudice to its 
Mahatatparya, to avoid the difficulty. For (from the Advaita 
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point of view) the jdbsence of an “other” looms large 
both at the commeacement and at the conclusion of the 
Chandogya text, in the context of the promissory statement 
of Eka^ijnanem sarvayljnanaTk (at the beginning) and in the 
concluding words *Aitaddtmyam idam sarvam tatsatyam' * 
leaving no room for doubt that there lies the Mahatatparya 
of the discourse. Moreover according to Advaita philosophy 
the state of Ni<fprapancati (worldlcssncss) of which there 
is a foretaste in our dreamless sleep (Susupti) is deemed 
to be a Furusdrtha or jummum bonum of life. Hence th^ 
j^nowledge of the absence of an “other” {dvitiyabhdvojnuna) 
cannot be denigrated as a subsidiary truth or import of 
the 5>ruti {and not an primary one). 

There can be no justification for holding that the 
Nchanaiiasti text sublates the Vyfivahirika reality of the 
world established by Pratyaksa, if the existence of an 
“other” has only a subsidiary import. For unless the absence 
of an “other” (besides Brahman) is a fact and a truth, the 
existence of an “other” cannot be dismissed as untrue and 
as falling outside the import of the Sruti. As the Advaita 
seeks to dismiss both the “other” (dvitiya) and its absence 
{dvitiyihhiva) as equally untrue, and belonging to the 
same order (of unreality) there will be no possibility of 
any relation of what is negated and what negates it 
{nisedhyamsedhakabhMva) between Pratyaksa and S'ruti. For 
)f the absence of an “other” exists in Brahman as its 
qualifying adjunct or as a qualification per accidence 
{upalaksana), the principle of Monism will be compromised 

If such absence is Mitliyi, the ^^ruti which teaches the 
absence of an existence (in terms of Nehanandsti) will 
forfeit its truth - declaring character {tattsavedakatva). 

For all these reasons, the Neha nJnisti ^ruti cannot 
be cited as evidence of the falsity of a “second” 


8. Sec fn 3 
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DOCTRINE OF FALSITY OF THE WORLD 

IRRATIONAL 


The thesis of the falsity of the Universe can hardly stand 
the test of reasoning and has to be rejected lock» stock and 
barrel* An iliuaory phenomenon will have to satisfy the 
following conditions. It must have a real substrate {adhh\hina) 
with its own ideniifiablv characiar. There must be a real 
prototype (Pradbsna) of the object superimpesed on the 
adhisfhana and there must be a rca/between them 
which accounts for the illusion. There must be real defects 
{do^a) of environmeat and visual or other defects^ a real 
ignorance of the true nature of the object, for the time being, 
a real contradicting knowledge, a real perceipient who is the 
victim of the illusion and be must have bis own real body, 
and sense organs. Not one of these requiretnents is satisfied 
in the Advaita theory of cosmic illusion. 

Just See - The Atznan or the Advaita-Brahman which is 
said to be the adhi^\hdna (substrate) of this cosmic illusion, 
being void of all identifiable characteristics {nir-dharmaka) 
and uncharacterisable {nir-vHesa) can have oeitber a generic 
nature nor any distinctive features of its own. An illusion 
about the nature of a given substrate can arise only when 
there is a knowledge of its generic nature and an absence of 
knowledge of its special features. These two are impossible 
in Atman or Brahman which by hypothesis, is devoid of all 
generic and specific attributes, alike, being nirdharmaka and 
It should be obvious then that no illusions can 
arise where the substratum is known or unknown in its 

24 
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entirety. And there is no roam for any distinction of being 
known partly and partly unknown in a being which is partless 
and aspcctlcss. {nirviiesa) 

it c:in not b: contend-d that a knowledge of the generic 
feature and absence of knowledge of the specific features of 
the given substrate are no^ the deicrmtnants of being a sub- 
airatunx aad that it w\}uld be much simpler to 

say that knowledge of the bare essence of the thing in question 
and absence of knowledge of specific attributes would be 
sufTicient to account for the illusory experience and that these 
two requirements are fuliilled in the Advaitic position,— as 
Atman (or B,) being selrbiuminous is ^'known*' in its barest 
essence and being “Nirvisesa” it has no specific attributes. 

Vyiisatrrtha poinu out that the difficulty cannot be so 
easily got over. For, vi the Advaita view also, there are 
three things which go to produce an illusion, (t) the absence 
of knowledge of such specific attributes of the object of the 
illusion as will preclude the illusion (sad-vi^esa^a) (2) Sanis- 
karas or residual impressions of the superimposed object 
deposited in the mind and their contact with the adhthirta 
and (3) real defects of environment and of the visual apparatus 
etc. The residual imprcs.sioiis which are latent cannot be 
brought to the surface in the absence of knowledge of the generic 
nature of the object of supcrimposilion. As for absence of 
such characteristics as do no! really exist in the superimposed 
object {asad-viie^aj^as) it will be equally true at time of 
the contradicting knowledge also, arising after the illusion 
is got over. They cannot therefore be regarded as the 
determinants of the illusion, 

It cannot be objected that it is not the knowledge of the 
absence of the specific attributes of the aclhi>'/hana that gives 
rise to the illusion but only the absence of such knowledge as is 
hostile to the illusion. In Advaita, it is not the pure Caiianya 
which is hostile to fontal nescience which is the material cause 
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of the illusion but the final Vrttijnina (ihc CaraiuavrUi) which 
reveals the pure self alone as its content and i$ produced by the 
intensive pursuit of S ravage?, monana and dhyCws^s The absence 
of knowledge of the specml features of the mlhl'^ih^xna of 
Cosmic illusion viz. the ^;uddha-Cit which is by hypothesis, 
•'Nirvipcsa*' is not, therefore, in any way hostile to its being the 
adbi.sthana of cosmic illusion. 


Here, Vy3satirtha raises the objection that according to 
rhe Aclvaila view^ that the purpose of V[tti is only to bring 
about the rapport of CaiUinya {Caitckrxyopard\^d), it cannot 
be deemed to be tiic liquidator of the nescience and that in the 
last analysis, only Caitanya can be the liquidator of Nccioace. 
If it IS explained that what is meant to be conveyed by saying 
that Vrtti removes the nescience is that it is a dclerciinam in 
doing so, by bringmis about the necessary rapport (Sambundha^ 
apadakadvara) wiili Caitanya-it would only confirm the uUimate 
position that it is the Caiianya which is primarily responsible 
for the removal of such nescience and that it is therefore 
hostile to it. Otherwise, there will be no prospect of its removal. 

Moreover, in Advaita, it is only the transcendental Self 
which is of the nature of pure consciousness (jflaptirupam) in 
the true sense of the term, while VrttijJJana is spoken of as 
'knowledge' or 'consciomness’ only in a secondary sense of 
being the Means (karaaam) of manifesting pure consciousness. 
Hence, Vrttijnana cannot be deemed to be hostile to the absence 
of knowledge of the specific features of the adhUthana 
(substrate), but only pure Caitanya, This Caitanya being 
‘^Nirviiesa*” can have no generic or specific charectensucs 
and HO cannot ue the sabsiratum (adhi.nhsttal of universal 
superimposition at ail. Moreover as the Self and the not-scif 
as consciousness and its object are universally known to be 
different from each other, there can be no superimposition of 
the one cn the otber-as ibeir difference of nature is so patent to 
aihas recognised by the Advailins themselves : 



ISS Advaitasiddhi Vs KyiyliQ.rta: A Re*Appraisal 

Tauedamte vastinyatve tvatt&matte pansparam 

Pratidvandvltayi loke prasidJhe nisti samsayah 

There caa be no superimpoiition without some obscuration 
of the substrate. At the Atmlc consciousness is always self' 
luminous, there is no possibility of its obscuration wholly or in 
part to admit of a superimposition of pon>self on it due to 
the operation of Avidya. Further Avidyi too being Pratibhasikn 
-whose existence is intuited by the Ssk;} cannot be revealed and 
manifested to the Sakrt as superimposed on it, if the said 
sSksl-Caitanya itself is under superimposition and therefore 
not shining. As the self is partless, upjdhis cannot obscure 
a part of it, leaving the other paa untouched. If the upidhi 
should obscure and envelop the whole of Atman there will be 
no Atman left to be telF-shining. 

Jf the substrate itself should appear in the guise of the 
object in our perception, like its aspect of '‘tbisness'* appearing 
at '‘this is silver'it should take the form of being so 
impressed {anuviddha) at “tl:^ Atman is the pot (ttmdgatah)*. 
But it does not do so. Hence the theory of Atinuvedfaaof 
objects of perception it far-fetched. When the jar it revealed to 
perception as “existing" why should such a simple fact be 
oonitrued to mean that it is the Atman that it revealed in that 
presentation as underlying the jar? or some other object? 
How can the self whidi has no form be revealed to visual 
perception of the jar as the self ? 

Advaita dialecticians have argued - It is not necestery to 
assume the real existence of a Prtdhkna (prototype) of the 
object superimposed to account for its residual impressions 
(jamsklras) contributing to the illnsion. These Sainskarat can 
go back on earlier ooet and they upon still earlier ones, 
stretching to the dawn of cosmic illusion in the beginninglest 
past. The fact that even when Samsksras are present their not 
having been generated by valid knowledge does not seem to 
prevent the onset on illusions. This shows the Samtkiras need 
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not refer to the real exieteiice of a prototype and be derived 
from it. 

Moreover, the Dvaita philosophers are not committed to 
the view of the Nyiy»*Realiets that the object of an erroneous 
cognition, such as silver {in shell) is bodily existing at some 
other place and time. Hence, the real existence of a prototype 
(Pradbana) of the superimposed object is a gratuitous assnmp* 
lion and can be dispensed with. 

Vylsatirtha replies - At this rate, in the name of simplicity 
of sssomptlon it may be predicated that the mental impresion 
or idea of the substratum itself may be regarded as the Cause of 
the illusion withoat committing ourselves to the actual ;ezittence 
of a substratum (adhisfhina) as such. This idea may be 
stretched back to remote past without landing on an actually 
existing freal) adhiffhSna at all, as in ^unyavada Buddhism. 
By the same token, the reality of consciousness too may be 
dispensed with as the substrate of cosmic superimposition. 
The Advaita vidjn cannot tearooably contend that the substrate 
must be accepted as real as it ia not contradicted by a aubseqscnt 
cognition. The same appiea to the PradhUna (prototype) too. 

When the shcIUsilver is disproved as mithya, it pieaupposet 
the existence of real silver which is capable of fulfilling practical 
needs, as a corollary. In the same way, when this world is 
dismissed as Mithyi, it should naturally lead to the assumption 
of another real world behind it to satisfy the practical needs* 
And such a world, whose genesis has been described in detail in 
the iSrutis cannot be sublated in its own substrata, 

like the self it^f. 

The Advaitin himself recognises that the negation of the 
PritibhSsika silver with reference to all the three periods of time 
has reference to the VySvahirika silver (ubhasasya prasaktyi 
anibhSsasya ninedhal^). By the same logic it must follow that 
the atnolute negation of what is regarded as the Vyivabarika — 
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world by the hieha n&n^ti — text should be coiiiidered to be a 
negation of a PSramarthika world as the counterpositive of its 
negation. 

If the negation of the world contemplated by th^ 
Nehat)andstl-'ST%xi\ is only in respect of its Pafamirlhika.aspect^ 
the world could still be regarded as having an essentiarreaHty of 
its own without possessing PliamSrthikatva as an attribute-just 
as the Advaiia Brahman retains in essential reality (Sad^rupatva) 
without the attribute of Pdramdrthika Satyatvam, Since it is by 
hypothesis nir dhormaka (without any attribute whatsoever)^ 
The SadriJpatva of the world would thus remain intact* 

The self and the not-scif (objects) as “consciousness*' and 
“jada-objects” arc citperierced to te intrinsically different. The 
self cannot be the substrate of a superiniposition of thc not-self 
as their difference is so patent and glaring-even as recognised 
by the Advaitins: 

Taticdantc svatdnyatve tvatid rmttd parasparam 
Praiidyandviiayd lake prasiddbc nasii samiayak* 

There can be no superimpositien without the obscuration 
of the substrate. The. Atman is, by hypothesis^ of the very 
essence of pure self^luminosity and. cannot be made the 
substrate of any superimposilion with its self'iuminosity intact,. 
If, in spite of ir, there should be such an obscuraiion, how 
could there be any manifestation of cosmic Avidyft which is 
Said to be intuited by the Sak^i, as superimposed, if theCaitanya 
itself has hten obscured? As Caitanya is partless, it cannot 
he said to shine forth (for purposes of being the 
and not jAme forth in part, for purposes of auperimposition. 
The interpositioD of upildhis to conceal a [part of Cait&nya and 
Veep the other part self-Itminous, would necessitate acceplancd 
of parts in the being of Brahman (or Atman, which by hypothesijl: 
is akkan^a Niryisesa* This crucial difficulty has been highlighted 
by Madhva himself when he says ; 
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J^Urvi^e§e svayam bhdte kim ajflanendvrtam bhavet (Madhva) 

In any case, cosmic illusion cannot be strclched back 
indefinitely to avoid the acceptance of a real prototype of the 
superimposed — beyond the present Kalpa,. to facililate the 
carrying over of SamskSraH wilhout reference to the existence 
of a real Original Prototype {Pradhana) lo start with- 
Sanisk&ras of a Prototype can be carried over from a 
previous Kalpa to the present. The acceptance therefore of a 
really existing PradhUna (prototype of (he superimposed object 
of illusions) cannot be dodged or evaded by taking shelter 
under the argument : 

Aropyasya pratiiirupam yujyate na vasiusatn (Bhama(i) 

The philosophical theory that the cosmic appearance is an 
; illusion of distorted imagination due to inexplicable Avidya is 
- totally opposed to the spiric and letter of ihe ^irutis Smrtis 
and Sutras (which) e\en as interpreted by Sankara in 
his commentaries — without the intrusion of his Paren^ 
|:thetica! comments to explain them away) solidly endorse 
^■.the reality of the world and its values. Under the Swtra 
^Janm^dyasya yatak the tfruli Yato vd imdni bhutdni Jdyante is 
Irjpcfertcd to. Under Ik^ater na^abdom according to Sankara, 
^ruti speaks of Brahman's creative activity as the result of 

t;^nsciims effort. {iksdpur\^Qkam) 

> If the world were the outcome of an Adhyasa instead 
-being a reality, it is difficult to see the rationale of the 
:|;$htra Lokavattu IMi kaivalyatn (B.S. I1J.34) and the 
'^^Aptakdmasya kd spxhd saying that tho' the Supreme 
?;Bxahman has no personal motive or purpose to serve in 
ll^e^ting the world which is, deemed to be a mere effortless 
of the Lord/. Under the Siltra VaUamyanalrgh%i^ye... 
the charges of partiality and cruelty in placing 
souls under conditions of glaring inequaiities of 
l^^^i^nities equipment and endowTnents.haS'beenanswened 
result of taking into account the previous Karma 
The orderly evolution of varikrtis Tdtfvas like 
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AJcft^a, Viyu, Agni from one another is referred to 
Tejo Qtas 10.) and the involution of these in the reverse 

order during Pralaya is referred to in Viparyayena. B.S- 
(II. 3. 14 ). It would be absurd to talk of any actual genesis 
and development of Tattvas from one another or their 
involution later into one another is the reverse order, ora 
conscious efTort in the process of creation on the part of the 
creator or his freedom from partiality and cruelly in ordering 
the world as we see it, or the emergence of one imaginary 
world from another imagined one of a previous kalpa or its 
involution in a definite order I 

Dhati yathapurvam akalpayat {R. V.) 

If the Gratis and Si/tras are intent upon serious philoso. 
phisiiig, they would not be indulging is w'caving picturesque 
cobwebs of an imaginary world, its origin and development 
and ihe careers of countless souls therein and their peregri¬ 
nations thro different w^orlds of heaven earth and hclL 

Nor can God the creator be treated as a Afagidan wha 
deludes others for the fun of it- The irony of it is that in 
Advaita the Creator God is Himself superimposed by the Jivas 
themselves* If He is not imagined and superimposed by the 
Jivas, He must either be imagined and superimposed by 
Himself or by pure consciousness (Cinmatra). The idea of 
self-supcriniposition in impossible as one cannot Pre-exist one’s 
own being to superimpose oneself on oneself. Pure consci¬ 
ousness (Cinmatra) being without body and organs can make 
no such superimposition. 

The doctrine of Cosmic illusion has thus no leg to stand 
upon, ft creates more problems than it can over hope to so I re. 
consistent with experience, (Pratyak^a)^ reason and revelation- 
Realism is thus the only viable alternative and the right view 
of the world for any sane philosopher to take. 

Anantadosadus tarn ca he yam May&matam ^ubhaih. 
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KRISHNADEVARAYAKRTI by Emperor Krishna 
devarlya of Vijayanagar. From a Telugu Palm leaf MS. 
(incomplete) preserved in the Govt. Oriental MSS Library, 
Madras (D. 18299) 

* 

TPRTnTRrTirnW: V^Wrtf ft^qpiTRWJT^W I 

q^rruiljqfwifq %5r RR# 3qr:Rtf?T R^TfR- 
cqifirt ftiqqTRRTgqRR q^qq R?qT?qq: I 
R ^qtTRqqtqq^frgBT 9tisqtq|(^q5Rq 
rqfqTR?fqq fnT?a|ftq ff^q fqqq ll 

V. sftqiqqq gqirqilRlfR: wftfat^qqqV 'siqlqrqVT: 

^ tqvVqxfrq qr?fqT?% qr^q gqrfy’qTTsqq 

a.. R qi^R: RVmqRR RqifqRTVRRfq fWR^JTR 
H^ttqqq fwTRTRqq5>qTR*rqTRqrR RRlffR I 

R fqVRlPqt qf^Rtq R¥qTR>q7qqfR?qfq%RRlq: 
qtfirjqRiwqqfq hr rrr R^Rf$tRt«rq 

\s. R q7Fq qqtqfRR^T’RTRiqSFq jfjtqR fq^yRR » 
RT^qragqqtR qf^mJq^qTR q7fIfqRqTftmTRqq>R II 
25 ' ' 



194 Advaitasiddhi Vs Nyayamrta; A Re-Appraisal 


?fT5ftSTO»l1^*r3^^?A5qr; 5g?3VR I 

Sv. J’ii-!? ^ » 

^TT?r ¥1 ?t 45TW: ?Tmq*i I 

TT. ^ %5T?l?JTgT««T •^i q5¥lJrV«is^T I 

ftraiT qi?!?»KT)fnW*f 

«ft«in?!cO«ff gfsr: 

gTTOmif^afqfqetT^qiitfcT^T^TTfqqn^ I 

q5«if 

fqE«i ?r#^c5qf«w^ *i|i 9311 ^fr^rq u 


Transcript by courtesy of G. Kalyanasundaram Curator- 
in-charge Govt. Oriental MSS. Library Madras. 

Reproduced from my HDSVL. 2nd Edn. 1986 
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Guruparampaia of Vyasatirtba 
Sri Madhvicarya 



2. Narahati 3 MSdhava 


4. Akjobhya 


5. Jayatirtha 

6. Vidyidhinja T. 

7. Rijendra T. 

8. Jayadlivaja T. 

9. Puiii^'ottaina T. 

10. Brahmapya T. 

11. Vyisat/rtha. 


(For Littcal successors of Vyasatirtha 
in his Pontifical scat, see my HDSV 
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CAITANYA (Vide HDSV. Chapter XXXIX), 
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(North Indian Disciple) 

Midhaven dr a Puri 
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A BRIEF SKETCH OF THE LIFE, PERSONALITY, 
CAREER AND ACHIEVEMENTS OF VYASATIRTHA 

The period of VySsailrtha was the age of the Renais¬ 
sance in the West* The renaissance in Indian thought 
brought about by him in the XVI century was chiefly 
responsible for putting the system of Madhva on the philoso^ 
phical map of India, as one to be reckoned with* His 
treatise on the assessment of the relative merits of the 
Dvaita and Advaiia systems of philosophy in his Xyuydmxf^ 
was directly responsible for the birth of Neo-Advaita as it 
came to be formulated by MadhusUdana Sarasvati in his 
Advalt^utLi^tK who found it necessary and expedient to 
modify or depart from many of the rigid positions of the 
Prlc/nas. Many discerning scholars have shown that the 
Sankara school of Vedanta would have suifered an 
irrecoverable set-back, if not total collapse, but for 
the timely defence put up by Madhusudana* The various 
shades of Nviya-Vaiaerika thought ending with the period 
of Udayana had been meticulously studied and reviewed 
in the writings of Madhva and Jayatirtha. The Ptamanor 
Loksotick of Madhva to all intents and purposes was an implied 
correciive to some of the theories adumbrated by Gangesa 
in logic and epistemology However, it was left to Vyasatirtha 
to undertake an exhaustive study, analysis and assessment of 
Gangcia's w'ork, along with the commentaries of Pak.sadhara, 
Rucidaita and others in the light cf the corresponding positions 
of his own school, as set forth in the works of Madhva and 
Jayaiinha, to which he makes it a point to align his exposition 
and criticism* Wiiile hls'Nyiiyaiurta provoked a counter-attack 
within a reasonable lime, the custodians of Navyanyaya 
school from Mithila and Navadvipa have observed a studied 
silence over the strictures of the ’rarkatdi;t4^^iA on their logical 
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system. They contented themselves with hailing the publication 
of Vyisatiirtha’s V.i’W. and expressing their stern disapproval 
and displeasure at his assailing them by proclaiming : 

Nyayamrtarjita kirtih Tandavena Vinis'ita 

Indeed, VySsatirtha’s work was meant to be a friendly 
criticism, unlike in the case of the Nym. from the point of 
view of a realistic metaphysics (as the common ground) to 
shake off its fascination for the theory of ParatahprimiQya 
in the interest of meaningful Realism and improve the status 
of their Isvara and accept the Apaurujeyatva of the Vedas as 
the ultimate source of the saving knowledge. 

Prof. Bagchi {Inductive Reasoning. 1953) has presumed 
that the absence of any positive reaction to Vyasatirtha’s 
Tarkat^n^ava from the Navya-Naiyiyikas of Mithili and 
Navadvipa upto date, is (or was) probably due to absence of 
publicity of the Dvaita works in those parts. This is not 
well founded. The contemporary biography of Vylsatirtha 
shows that he had, very early in his Pontifical career, travelled 
in the North. Logic being his forte, he would not have failed 
to visit the great centres of Navya-nylya, which he had 
already mastered under ^ripsdarija and exchange thoughts 
with the stalwarts there. The tradition about the encomium 
paid to him by Pak$adhara himself in the following terms : 

Yad adhitam tad adhitam yad anadhitam (ad apyadhitam 

Pak^adharavipak^o nivekfi vinS Navina Vy&sena 
probably dates from the period of their first meeting, 
before he had written his major works. 

In the Indroduction to his edition of the TattvacintSmaxti 
(1973) with two commentaries, Pandita Ramanuja Tatacharya, 
retired V. C. of the Kendriya Vidyapitha,. Tirupati, quoting 
the above verse interprets it as a compliment paid by Vyasa- 
trrths himself to his adversary Pak$adhara Miira, in 
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appreciation of his unparalleled learning, instead of the other 
way about, as accepted in the tradition of the Dvaita school, 

A little reflection will show that the natural trend of the 
verse is much more consistent with the other view* IfVyasa- 
tlrtha had been the speaker of the verse, he would have worded 
the second line more appropriately as : 

Pak^adharasamo vipakso navekii hi Vyasena 

Suffice it to say that it would be the height of impropriety 
and a stigma on the saintliness of a Paramahamsa and a true 
devotee of the Lord such as Vyosatirtha, who has been 
described in the inscriptions relating to him as absolutely free 
from self-conceit {nirahankaracitta) absorbed in the meditation 
of the glory of the Lord (Pur&napurusadhyinapu^yatpuskala- 
murti) and so on, to think of him as ever venturing to call 
himself as Navina-Vyasa (a new “Veda-Vyasa”), It would be 
tantamount to an act of Bhigavata-apacara to think of 
Vyosatirtha as susceptible to such odious self-conceit. One 
wonders what made Pandita Ramanujacharya to think of 
offering such a preposterous interpretation of a Verse 
preserved only in the Dvaita tradition. 

Madhva philosophy and its texts had been propagated 
in the north and m Bengal from as early as the days of 
Rsjendra TJitha and his pupil Jayadhvaja, who have been 
reckoned as the precursors of the Caitanya Sampradfiya. 
Vanamftli Misra who participated in the Nym-Advaitasiddhi 
controversy was a Madhva from the North. The biography of 
SomanAtha records at least two spectacular disputations in 
Navyanysya to which Vyasatirtha was challenged by Visiting 
teams of scholars. It is specifically stated by Somanatha 
that in the great debate in the court of Narasa in Vijayanagar 
which lasted thirty days the rival team consisted of Veterans 
from Aflga, Vanga and Kalinga besides Chola and Kerala and 
was led by Basavabha//a of Kalinga. 
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We learn from SomanStha that Vyisatirtha comnitaccd 
writing his three great works in th : reign of Vrra Narasimha 
(1504-09), The first was the , the Cty/irfr/A-J the second 
and the was the third. A1! these were probably 

completed by 1520 in the reign of Krishnadevaraya. Now 
Paksadhaia’s date has been given as 1450 ^ 1510. As a typical 
Tlrkika, Vyisatirtha wotild certainly have arranged to send 
copies of his Tarkalundava to the famous centres of Mithila and 
Navadvipa for comments, as the very purpose of his writing 
it was to compel the attention of rhosi: scholars to it. In the 
circumstances, the theory of absence of publicity of his work 
in the north cannot he accepted. In fact, subsequent to 
Vyasatlrtha, another intrepid Dvaiia Logician Satyanilha 
Tirtha (l<548 - 74) has challenged the views of the famous 
Raghunatha .“i^iroma^^t, in his Abhinava*Tarkati(idava, which 
has also been published. If the Navya-Kaiyayikas are still 
maintaining their silence, ihc reason can only be that they feel 
unequal to the task of a confrontation on the issue. It is to be 
earnestly wished that modern research scholars whll come 
forward to profit by the discussions initiated by the 
Tarkatd^dava in the interest of further advancement of Logical 
studies. 


Ti*i the days of Vyisatirtha, the thinkers of the Advaita 
ichool too had taken very lictle notice of the deeper layers of 
vitality of Dvaita system. They had neglected the great works 
of Jayatlrtha too, probably under the impression that they were 
only routine commentaries on the works of Madhva wuth his 
own thoughts intertwined with the words of the originals which 
were addressed to the followers of the school. Apart from 
their self-complaccncy^ they might have been put off the scent 
by this circumstance and missed a great deal. Vyisatirtha, 
therefore, chose the direct line of attack and wrote independent 
works to compel the anention of his contemporaries. In this he 
•ucceeded remarkably, as the results have borne out. 



LIFE 


Born in 1460 A. D. in an affluent Kannada-speaking 
Brahmin family of Bannilr in the Mysore district of 
Karnataka, YatirSja as he was named had his Upanayana and 
early Vedic studies followed by a course of liberal education in 
Kavya, Nataka, Alamkira, Grammar and Logic. After 
spending some yeoi's with his parents on return from the 
Gurukula, he w'as taken to the seat of the family Guru, 
Brahma-nya Tirtlm at Abbar (near Channapatna). in fulfilment 
of a promise made by his parents before the birih of the cliiid 
and was left with him. A year or so later, Yatiraja was 
inducted into the Sannylsa order under the name of VySsa- 
tirtha and later succeeded Brahmanya Tutha, as'ponlifT of his 
ancient Mutt (for Pedigree See Appendix 11). 

We are fortunate in having an authentic hisforicul biogra¬ 
phy of Vyisalirtha in an ornale Canipiikavya in six Uiiasas, 
VyusayogicarUa, written by an accomplished Poet (published 
m 1926 Reprint Edn. 1993 D.V.S.R.F. Bangalore). The 
author Somanitha was a younger contemporary and came 
from an orthodox Smlrta Brahmin family of Kancima^jdala.. 
It was a family of Somaysjii and belonged to the Vatsa 
Gotra. 

This full-length biography gives us an absorbing account 
of the early and later life of VySsat/rthaj his progressive rise 
to fame and name and the venerable position he attained in 
me estimation of the people and the successive Rulers of 
Vijayanagar as the Royal Precepior, to his last days. Soma- 
nitha makes a specific reference to the Portuguese ambassadors 
to the court of Vijayanagar calling on Vyasatirtha with 
valuable presents and seeking audience with him : Ovipdntara- 
bhufala^sampre^ ita - pradMmpuru^ciir * asak rtsamarpya/ni 
bahundkopohdrapujanani ca nk§d\ise^& {Text p- 65), The 
Portuguese travellers Paes and Nuniz knew him well. The report 
of Nuniz ihat Kiishnadevaraya was ‘’every day w^ashed by 
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a learned Brahmin whom he held in highest esteem and 
''Who had ntvtr married or had touched a woman'^ (which can 
only refer lo an acetic) which Sew'ell finds it difficult to 
believe, is not really so. It refers to a ceremonial bath witli 
water from cousecrated vessels, administered to an idol or to 
one’s disya, as provided for by Acarya Madhava in his 
Tantrasaro (For details see my hDSV p. 29K 

The biography has vividly portrayed VySsattrtha’s 
winsome personality, his even temper, his amazing erudition 
in all the branches of learning studied in his days, his courtesy 
and good humor and generous patronage of scholarship 
whei^ver found. 

His litei^ry style is graceful without being ostentatious. 
He had the ability lo compress a vast quantity of factual 
material and remifications of thought in a few idling phrases 
which stood him in good stead in his debates with rival 
scholars. The biography refers lo two major polemical 
contests he had to face from jealous rival scholars. The first 
one took place in the early days of his stay at Chandragiri 
and the second, the more acrimonious, which look place in the 
reign of King Narasa in Vijayanagar itself. 

The latter has been described in great detail by Somanatha. 
An irate team of doughty scholars from Anga-Vanga-Kalinga- 
Malava-Chola and Kerala led by Basavabhatt^ of Kalinga, 
Somaiiatha says, the team of irate scholars burst into the 
Assembly Hall of the King's palace shouting slogans and 
pinning their Birudas (titles and certificates of scholarship) to 
the Pillars there and challenging Vy&satxrtha lo a debate and 
that King Narasa himself, tho’ knowing the calibre of Vyssa- 
t/rtha, was shaken for a moment. The debate lasted for 
thirty days according to SomanStha and ended in a stunning 
victory to Vyisatirtha. The team of abashed scholars was 
richly and generously rewarded by the victor. 

The Biographer has thrown new light on the beneficent role 
played by Vyisatirtha in the social, political and cultural life of 
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tlie Vijayanagar Empire* especially during the period of the 
'fiecoiid aad third dynasties. So far, this has remained 
Itnknown to our modern historians n^ho ivc^re inclined io dis/nis.? 
the traditional accounts of his eminent role as a pious fabrication. 
Bui with the publication of the Vyusayogicarita in 1926: there \s 
wo more any jusiificatioii to plead vont of historicai materials. 
The indifference and apathy of accounts given in Lhc Madras 
Unirersfty Historical Series Xf and History and Culture of the 
Indfna People VoK VI of the BharaLiya Vidya Bhavan, Bvimhay, 
are for this reason most disappoia:in,2. The Vy^lsayogicarita 
deserves to be treated not only as the major source of authentic 
information about his life and achievements but as a major source 
of Vijayanagar history as well, of the period. Not even Vidyi- 
ra?jya, who is accounted to have played a leading role in the 
foundation of the Hindu state, has had the advantage of an 
authentic cortiemporary historical biography of such merit. 

The sixth UllSsa describes the spectacular Ratndbhiseka 
(bathing in gems) performed by Krishnadevaraya to Vyesatirtha, 
seating him on his own golden throne* as bis Saviour and 
the Prorector of the Kingdom during the dreaded period of 
Kuhuyoga in the king’s life. 

cf. Dek&dhipage banda kledangala kaledu 
Simhdsanavanerf meredi jagavariya 

(Purandaradfisa). 

As early as in 1515 A. D, the King had hailed Vyisatirtha 
as his Guru in the stone inscription in the Vi/hala lemple. His 
own work KrishnadevarHyakrti, in Sanskrit of w^hich a fragment 
is preserved in the Madras Government O. Library, r€fer.s U) 
Vyasatirtha by name as “My Guru” (See Appendix I Verse 12). 
The accounts of the Portuguese travellers Paes and Nuniz 
also confirm this. Nuniz has referred to the King listening 
everyday to the preaching of a learned Brahmhi whom he 
reverences and who '"never married nor had touched a Hwwn'h 
This can only refer to an aacelic and there is no other 
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personage of that eminence associated with the life of Krishna- 
devariya, as we know from tlie history of the times and the 
evidence of the King’s own inscriptions. (See also the phra>se : 
Nrpertdramuku t i ratmninijiwn ijanghraye) • 

Among the public benefactions of Vylsatirtha mention 
must be made of the building of the great irrigation lake in Lhe 
township of Vyasa-samudra in the drought-stricken area of 
RiyaiasMTia, which still irrigates hundreds of acres. Soman^tha 
gives a thrilling penpicture of the discourses given by Vyssa- 
tfnha, of his great w^orks, to his numerous ascetic disciples 
during his slay in the sylvan retreats of the lake, around 
1524 A.D, 

According to Somanatha, soon after his succession to the 
Pi; ha, Vy^sat/rrha went on a pilgrimage to the South and made 
a long stay of some years at Kincfpuram, to study the 
top-ranking works of Mimamsi and other ^istras with the 
most eminent experts there. This must have stood him in good 
itead in writing his great treatises liter on. He then moved 
on to Mulbigal, lhe seat of the great scholar-Saint of Midhva 
Philosophy of the times, Laksminirlyaua Ttrtha> under whom 
he studied the great classics of Madhva Sistra, as he himself 
iclLs us in his Mandaromanjari ; LQk^mlnArHyanakhyad D)faU> 
kutaiilak&d adhlta-MadlnaiasirAmriena Vyaiiayatm^* 

Later, at the instance of the Vidyiguru^ he goes to the 
seat of SSluva Narasimha at Ciiandragiti and stays there for 
some years, highly honoured by the Ruler. Somanitba tells us 
of the great debates to which Vyisatirtha was challenged 
at this period by veteran scholars of Nyiyaiastca trained in 
Navya-Nyaya of the Tattvacintimani of Gangcrfa of Mithill. 

Later, Vyisatirtha migrates to Vijayanagar at the invitalion 
of the Ministers of Narasa and thence onwards made it the 
headquarters of his '‘Vj^vapivana-Ma/ha'" for the rest of his 
life. The ruins of this Ma;ha can still be seen near 
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the Vijaya-Vithala temple. Daring this period, he again went 
on an extensive tour ol the North and the South of India. 
He must have met ibere many Veteran scholars of Navyanyiya. 
Advaila and other Darsanas on his tours aaid exchanged views 
with them. His north Indian disciple Laksmipati was 
probably initiated into the Suddha-Vaiigava line, then. 

Most of the buildings of the Vypsaraja Ma/lia especially 
in the South are to be found either in front of the premier 
Visr^u temples there or flanking ihem, as at K^ncipuram 
Kumhako^am, ^rirangam, Tirumalai and Triplicane (Madras), 
Tradition asKociaies his name with the worship of Sri Venka- 
/esvara at Tirumahti-Tirupati during a period of the crisis 
caused by an act of high sacrilege by the Archaka families 
there. Some special honors to his Mutt have been accorded 
for this reason. 

Somanaiha reports that VySsat/rtha had a \*ery large 
number of ascetics, as his disciples ; {Aparimilasisyayatlkulair 
apasyamdfioh — Text p. 75). Tradition puts it at iwcntyfour 
such as Lak^mikinta, Vijayindra, Vftdirija, Govinda Tipasa 
Nlraayawa Yati. The last two are mentioned by name in 
Somanaiha’s work. 

Vyasaiirlha was an intellectual and a Mystic of the highest 
order at the same time. He poured out his heart to the Lord 
of the Universe in many a soulful Pada, in chaste Kannada^ 
his mothei'-longiie. His devotion to the Lord springs from 
both the head and the heart. After his Guru Sripadaraja 
he took up the leadership of the Haridasa Order of Karnataka 
and inducted such great Saint-composers as Purandara Dlsa. 
Kanaka Dasa and Vadiraja. The influence of the Haridlsai 
of Karnataka on the rise of Bhakti Pantha in other states like 
Maharashtra and Rajasthan, in the subsequent centuries is 
indicated by many facts. (See my HDSV, Chap. XXY p. 296) 

The Biographer informs us that Vyssatirtha began writing 
hfs monumental works like the CandrikS, Nyiyamrta and 
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Tarkat^ndava in the reign of V?ra Karasimha (1504 * 1509) : 
Telia Vasudhadhip^na pratyahamupasevyanjlnah bhagavftn 
Sa taponidhih sakaladharmajivatave tattvamatasthapanSya 
T Arpary acandriki — Tarkatapdava— Nylyainrta pramukJilni 
ah‘kavadimatabbanjan5ni mahiyamsi bhuyimsi krame^navyari- 
racat. (Text pp. 64 - 65) 

This is enough to disprove the story derived from some 
later-day accounts of the Littar^di MutL» quoted by M. R. 
Gopalacharya in his Introduction to C. R, Rao's work Srimad 
Uttarddi Mutt* 1984. p, 28) that ^^after Vydsardyu had written his 
CartdrikM and Nydydmrta, he was taken by his Vidydguru 
^rlpdchrdja to ihe presence of RaghunUrka Tirtha and that he 
presented them to him for his esteemd perusal'". In the first 
place, it is very doubtful if ^ripidaiija was still living when 
Vyasatinha had written his major works. That apart, according 
to the records of the Uitaradi Mutt itself, Raghunstha Tirtha 
had died in Dandubhi 1502 A, D. As Vvasatmha, according to 
his authentic biography, had only begun to write his works in 
the reign of Vrraaarasimha (1504* 09) and as it would have 
taken several years to Finish such moaumeTiial treatises amidst 
the numerous other engagements and commilments of VySsa- 
t/rtha such as we have seen, these works would in *ail probabi¬ 
lity have been completed in the early years of KrishuadevarSya’i 
reign between 1511 - 20. The story of their submission to 
Raghunatha T/rtha is thus entirely anachronistic and has to be 
dismissed as a pfous concoction of unscrupulous zealots* 

Internal evidence of the works of Vy a salirtha shows that 
he had authored two other (short) works in addition to the 
eight current in his name. The names of these have been 
given by him in his Manddromanjari as Sattarka-Vildsa and 
Bhedasanjivini. One of them probably wa5 ihe one in reply 
to an Advaita work forw'arded to him by the Kalinga King 
Vidyidliara Patra, as mentioned by Somansiha* (See ray 
HDSV* pp. 291 - 92 for dcLails), No Mss. of these have so far 
come to light. 
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To ensure ihc stability and prosperity of the great Hindu 
Empire for the resuscitation of Minavadharma and promote 
a sense of unity, cohesion and cultural integration among the 
people all over the* country, Vyisat^rtha conceived ihe project 
of installing 732 images of ViTa-Hanumtn all over the land, to 
infuse the sense of values embodied in the life of Hanumanji. 
The first of the kind was the Yantroddb.4ra-Mukhyaprai>a» 
inslalled by him in Hampi m 1532. This beautiful figure of 
Hanumin in diminutive form is seated in Dhyana posture, 
within two triangles placed one across the other one upside 
<iown and both encircled by a legend {mantra) in a script which 
has not so far been deciphered. The Yaiitroddhara Hanumttn 
is evidently an iconographic representation of Mukhya-Prapa in 
the Sisu-BrAbmao^ of Bthadiranyoka Vpanisad, as inter¬ 
preted by Acirya Madhva. The other images of Hanumin 
including many Vira-Anjaneyas are still to be found worshipped 
in many towns and villages in South India. Those in the north 
could not now be easily located, for obvious reasons of political 
upheavals in the North in the succeeding centuries. One such 
Vigraha of Hanumftn appears to have been consecrated and 
installed by VyasaU/tha in the course of his North Indian lour^ 
within the precincts of the Badarinith temple. A cojnmuni- 
calion about the event is to be found in a letter of lllh 
October, 1979 by the Chief Executive Officer of the Badariuflth’' 
Kedaran^ih Temple Committee, to the visiting Head of the 
YyasarSja Mutt. 


Somanatha's biography of Vyftsatmha has not come down 
to us in its entirety- It terminates with the account of its 
public recLial in the presence of Vyisatirtha, by two gifted 
experts of recitation m an open assembly in the immediate 
presence of VyJisatiTtha himself, who is described as already 
quite old and wearing spectacles. Somaiiatha says he was 
introduced to Vyfisat/rtha by one of his favourite disciples^ 
Nariya^a tirtha (of the Kudli Aksobhyya Tirtha Ma/ha) in ihe 
reign of Acyutadevarlya. If Somanatha's biography of Vylsa- 
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tirtha included an account of his last days also, it has not come 
down to us. The only Palm leaf Manuscript of the work had 
been found in the family of ihe priest worshipping the 
Biindavana (tomb) of the tenth successor of Vyasat/rtha at 
Tirumukudiu. The last ulllsa ends rather abrupthly, the conclu¬ 
ding pages of the incomplete part being repeated. There are 
no Mangalacarunaslokas to indicate ihc conclusion, corres' 
ponding to the large number of if^froductoy and benedictory 
verses numbering iweniysix in ail. The editor has valiuntiy 
grappled with the numerous lacunae in the Mss. It is high 
time this unique historical biography of one of the greatest 
luminaries of the Vijayanagar period and no less a personage 
than the Guru of its greatest Emperor Krishnadevarc'iya is 
thoroughly revised by a team of expert Sanskrit Scholars and 
repiiblishtdr The Introduction provided by B. Venkobarao is 
a mine of liistoricaL rcscvarch. The Head of the VySsarija Mutt 
should lose no time to republish this work. 

After a long life of seventy-aine years of manysided 
activities and aebievements of which slxtyone years had been 
spent on the Pontifical seat of the Madhva-Sampradiya. the 
venerable Vyasatirtha passed away at Vijayanagar in the 
cyclic year of Vilambi (1539 A.D.) The date is recorded in 
a song of Purandara Disa {Cittaislda Vyasardya.^-). His mortal 
remains w'^ere laid to rest in the island on the Tungabhadra 
river near Anegondi {the ancient capital) alongside the 
Brindavana (tomb) of Padmanibha T/rtha (the first disciple of 
Acharya Madhva from the land of Godavari). As befitting 
the resting place of the mortal remains of the great Rajaguru 
of the greatest of the Kings of Vijayangar, his Biindavana 
stands majestically adorned, with royal honours in the form of 
artistic sculptural decorations and the royal elephant engraved 
on the front side, at the orders of the King Acyutadeva R&ya 
himself. 
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Select List of Dr, B.N.K. Sharma’s Writings 

(1> RESEARCH PAPERS 

1. Pranahoti — Indian Educator, 

Madurai, 1928 

2. Samkara’s Authorship of — Annals BORl Poona, 

Sarvasiddhanlasani' 1930 

sangraha 

3. Grammar of the Gita—A — Annals BORl Poona, 

Vindication 1930 

4. New Light on — RPR Poona, 1931 

Gaudapada—Karikas 

5. Further Light on — RPR Poona, VoIX 1 

Gaudapada—Karikas 

6. Madhva in Saura Purana — ABORI Poona, 1932 

7. Indra and Panini — I.H.Q. Calcutta, 1932 

8. Dale of Srikantha and — ABORI Poona, 1932 
Brhatsamhita 

9. Still Further Light on the — RPR Poona, 1933 
Gaudapada Karikas 

10. Date of Bhagavata Purana — ABORI Poona, 1933 

11. Samkara's Authorship of — ABORI Poona, 1933 
the Gila—Bhasbya 

12. Life and Works of Vadiraja •—'P.O. Poona, 1933 

13. Critique of Sankara’s —AU3, 1933 
Rendering of 'Yeyam Prete’ 

14. Rejoinder to Criticisin of — AUJ, 1934 
above 

15. Life and Works of — AUJ, 1934 

Trivikrama Pandita 

16. Madhva-Vidyasankara — AUJ.H. 2 

Meeting A—Fiction 
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17. Date of Madhva — AUJ, !II 2 

18. Date of Madhva and His — AUJ, V. 1 
Disciples (A Reply to 

Rajapurohit's Paper in the 
Pracinakaraataka) 

19. Bhaskara A Forgotten — 1J^.Q. Calcutta, J933 
Commentator on the 

Bhagavad-Gita 

20. Ancient Gita — I.H.Q. Calcutta, 1935 

Commentators—A Reply to 

Prof. Otto Schrader 

21. Are the Gaudapada Karikas — P.O. Poona, 1935 
Sruti? 

22. Madhva’s Underground — ,ABORI Poona, 1935 
Library at Kattatfla 

23. Upanisadic Theory of — P.O., 1936 
Caudapada-Karikas—A 

Reply to Dr. 

Venkatasubbiah 

24. Date of Vadiraja — ABORl, 1936 

25. Madhva influence on Bengal — Indian Culture, 

Vaishnavistn Calcutta, V. 1 

26. Vijayindra Tirtha — AUJ, 1936 

27. Date of Umapati Sivacaiya's — P.OPoona, 1938 
Sankalpanirakaranam 

28. History of Haiidasa — QJMS Bangalore, XIX 

Literature 

29. Dvaita Literature — NIA Poona, 1939 

30. Age of Jayatirtha — NIA Poona, 1938 

31. Posi'Vyasaraja —IJK.Q. Calcutta 1938 

Commentators 

32. True Date of Srikurmam — ABORl 1938 
Inscription 

33. Vijayindra and — NIA Poona, 1940 

Tarangini-Ramacarya 



34. Dasiiprakaranas 

- AUJ, vin. 1 

35, Critique of 

Vyavaharika—Pramanya 

— Annamalai Com. Vol.. 
1941 

36, Life and Works of 
Vyasaraja 

™ F.W'. Thomas Com. 
VoL. 1940 

37, Study of Brahmasulras 

— ABORl Silver Jub. 

No., 1943 

3S. Ancient Tamils and Their 
Vedic Faith 

— J.T.S. Mahal Ub., 
Tanjore 1944 

39. Opening Verse o.f 
Mahabharata 

— .4BORI. 1947 

40. Trend of Gita 

~ Karmarkar Com. Vol., 
1948 

4 i. Light on Jayati-Jayaie 
Controversy 

— J.T. S.M.L, Tanjore. 
1949 

42. Doctrine of Sakshi 

— Siddhesvar Com. Vol. 
Hoshiarpur, 1950 

43. Yatra hi dvaviva jaghana 

— P.O., 1950 

44. Saints of Karnataka 

— Cul. Her. of India Ser. 
(R.ICM. Calcutta], 

Vol. rv 

45. Dvaita-Vedanta 

— Tamil Encyclopedia 
Govt, of Madras, 1951 

46, Principles of Realistic 
Interpretation of Vedaniic 
Texts 

— Bharatiya Vidya, 
Bombay, 1952 

47. Kamatak’s Contribution to 
Indian Philosophy 

— Divakar Com. Vol. 
Bombay, 1952 

48. Ya jna%'alkyan Fiction—A 
Critique 

~ J. ABMM. Bangalore, 
1956 

49. Upanisadic Theory of 

Agama Prakarana 

— Bharatiya Vidya. 
Bombay, 1957 
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50. Bhagavata and — Mincinaballi, Dhaovar, 

Bharatatalparya Nirnaya i960 

Paricaya (Kannada) 

51. Svapnapadarthasatyatva —Jivottama, Kumta. 

(Kannada) 1 1959 

52. Svapnapadarthasatyatva — Jtvoltama, Kumta, 

(Kannada) 2 1959 

53. 13hagavata Dharma — Purandaradasa 4th 

(Pujatattva) centenary Vol.,. 

Dharwar. 1964 

r 

54. Place of Brahinasutras in — Prabuddbabhara.:., 

Vedantadarsana Almoda, 1965 

55. Schools of — Madhva Phil. 

Vaishnavism—^Aflinities and Conference Souvenir 

Divergences 

56. Dialectics of Vyasaiirtha — Vidyaprasannatirtha 

Com. Vol., 1967 

57. Brahmanya Tirtha — Vidyaprasannatirtha 

Com. VoL, 1967 

58. Chaitanya and Prakasananda — P.B. Desai Com. Vo). 

Dharwar 

(2) ARTTO-ES 

1. Purandara Dasa — 4th Centenary Com. 

Vol. Hampi, 1964 

2. Altsobhya - Vidyaranya — Madhvasiddhanta 

Disputation Tirupati, 1964 

3. Sri Madhva and Udipi — Par^-ava Souvenir. 

1968' 

4. Souls in Dvaita Vedanta — S.M.S.O. Sabha Pub. 

5. Saguna and Nirguna Vicara — S.M.S.O. Sabha Pub. 

6. Importance and Scope of — Tattvada, 1968 
Brahmasutras 
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7. Raghavendra the King of — Bhavan's Journal, 
Ascetics 1970 

S, Message of Sanit Mantra — ABMM Souvenir. 1971 

9. Life, Works and Personality — Sonda Vadiraja 
of Vadiraja Souvenir, 1973 

10. Purandaragad—Sot the — Panduranga Souvenir, 
Birth place of Mysore, 1978 

Purandaradasa 

U. Tattvamasi —DPJ Madras 

12. Ekamevadvitiyam — DPJ Madras, June 78 

13. Reply to Raghavachar's — DPJ, June 78 
Review of Brafamasutias 

and Their CC 

14. Greatness of Badarayana — DPJ Madras, April 78 
Vyasa 

15. Status of Mandukya — DPJ Madras, Dec. 77 

Upanishad 

16. Madhva’s Philosophy in a — Bhavan’s Journal, Feb 

Nutshell 78 

17. The Historic Badari Yaira — DPJ, Nov. 78 

(3) DMTRODUCnONS TO OTHERS’ WORKS 

1. Introd. to Vijayindra’s — Nanjangud, 1947 

Bhedavidyaviiasa 

2. Madhvavijaya with C. of — Pejavar Mutt, Udipi, 

Visvapaii 1952 

3. Vadiraja's Sruiitattvaprakasa — Sode Mutt, Udipi, 

1954 

4. Vijayindra’s — Nanjangud, 1956 

Upasamharavijaya 

5. H.K. Vedavyasachar's — Nanjangud, 1965 

Karnataka Haridasaru 

6. Synopsis of Vadarainavali — Manipai Power Press, 

of Vishnudasachaiya Udipi, 1967 
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7. Madbva’s Yatipranavalcalpa 

— MMS Sangha Udipi, 
1967 

8. Madhva’s Giiabhashya and 
Tatparya 

— MMS Sangha Udipi, 
1954 

9. Seshachandrika 

— Pumaprajna 

Vidyapitha, Bangalore. 
1967 

10. Madhva's Anubbashya 

— Dharmaprakash, 
Madras 

11. Lives of Vadiraja, 
Visvapriya, Jamkhandi 
Vadirajachaiya etc. 

— Gurugovindadasa Pub. 

12. Tamil Rendering of 
Madhva's 

Gitabhashya by M. Ratnarao 

— Kumbakonam, 1974 

13. Vadiraja’s Nyayaratnavali 

Ed. with Eng. Tr. and 

Notes by Prof Stafford 

Betty 

— California, 1978 

14. Essays on Madhvavijaya 
Cantos by dtfferent Authors 

— Srirangam, 1972 

15. Ajayya Vijayindra 

— Parimala Pub. House, 
Nanjangud, 1974 

16. Gunigunastava with 
commentary 

— Parimala Pub. House, 
Nanjangud 

17. Narayana Pandita’s 
Subhodaya Kavya 

— Sode Mutt, Udipi, 

1948 

18. Sudhakara Gurugunaratna 
Mala 

— Bellary, 1989 

ENTOWMENT LECTURES 

1. Narasimhacarya End. 
Lectures Mythic Society, 
Bangalore 

— Influence of Sanskrit 
on Ancient Tamil 
Sangam Works, 1982 



215 

2. Institute of World Culture, 
Bangalore 

3. Aroor Srinivasarao End. 
Madras University 

4. Keodriya Sanskrit 
Vidyapitha, Tirupati 


5. R. Narasimhacari 
End. Lecture, KSRl, 
Madras 


— Brhadara^yaka 
Upanisad, 1984 

— Dvaita Philosophy 
(three lectures) 
1989-90 

— Upanisadam 
Arthanimaye 
Madhva-caryena 
anusrti NutanadfJtih 
(Sanskrit), March 
1991 

— Two Major 
Contributions of DV to 
Ind. Epistemology 
1993 


SEMINARS 

1. Dvaita Vedanta Research — Contribution of Dvaita 

Foundation, Bangalore Philosophy to Indian 

Epistemology, (1990) 

2. International Seminar on — Three papers on 
Schools of Vedanta ‘Madras Dvaita Thought 1992 
Univcraity 

3. International Seminar on — Keynote Address 1992 
UpSsani, Somaiya College, 

Bombay-77 


PRESTIGIOUS AWARDS 


1. Central Sahitya Akademi — Sanskrit Research, 

1963 


2. President of India Award 

3. Govt, of Maharashtra's 
Award 


— For eminent Sanskrit 
Scholars, 1991 

— Eminent Sanskrit 
Scholars (1992) 
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OTHER PUBLISHED WORKS OF Dr. B.N.K. SHARMA 


1. Catussuthbhashya of Sri 
.Madhva with two 
unpublished commentaries 
English (niroduction and 
Notes 

2. Madhva's Teachings in His 
Own Words 

3. Philosophy of Sri 
Madhvacharya 

4. History of Ovatta School of 
Vedaota and its Literature 

5. Lectures on Vedanta 

6. Brahmasurras and their 
Principai Commentaries of 
the Sankara, Ramanuja and 
Madhva Schools - A Critical 
Exposition in three 
Volumes. 

7. Satyam eya Jayatc Madhva 
Hagiology' 

8. Kannada Anuvada of 
History of Dvatta School of 
Vedanta and its Literature 

9. Madhva's Aupanishadam 
Oarsanam 

10. Brhadaranyaka Upanishad 
from Madhvachaiy'a's 
Perspective 

i 1. English Translation of Sri 
Madhva’s 

Bhagavadgita-Bhashya 

12. English Rendering of Sri 
Jayatirtha's Nyayasudha 
(Panc^hikaranT) 


— Law Journal Press, 
Madras 1934 


— Bharatiya Vidya 
Bhavan. Bombay 3rd 
edn. 1979 

— 3rd edn. Delhi,, 1991 

— 2nd edn Delhi, 1981 

— Karnataka University, 
Obarwad, 1973 

— Reprint edn. 
Munshiram 
Manoharlat, Delhi, 
1986 


— Sri Vyasaraja Mutt, 
Bangdore, 1984 

— Dvaita Vedanta Studies 
and Research 
Foundation. Bangalore, 
in 2 Vols. 1987, 93, 

— -do* 1986 

— -do- 1988 


— Anandatirtha 
Pratishthana A.B.M.M. 
Bangalore (1989) 

— Raghavendra Asram 
Mallesvaram 
Bangalore. 1994. 
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Some Opinions about Dr. Sharma’s Works 


Till now no one has done so much service to Dvaita Vedanta 
thro’ the English language, as you have done, during the last 
half a century. Your name 'vtU live for ever in the history 
of Dvaita Vedanta. May Sri Hari and Vayu enable you to 
render still greater service and work in the Held. 

— Sri Vishvesha Tirtluk, 
Svamiji of Sri Pejavar Mutt, 
Udupi. 

I congratulate you on completing the comparative study 
of the Commentaries of the three Acharyas on the Brahmasutras. 
You have paid back, with compound interest, the debt you 
owed to I ho great Gum Srimad Anandaiirtha Bhagavatpada 
and at the same time freed yourself from the debt of the 
Rishis (rishirina). Very few have the good fortune to achieve 
so much in their lives. 

—ILR. Diwakar, 

Chairman, Gandhi Peace Foundation, 

New Delhi 

I have great respect for Dr. B-N.K. Sharma and his profound 
scholarship. 

—Prin. N.G. Sure, Pune 

Dr. B.N.K. Sharma is a great scholar, a deeply religious 
thinker and a very humble devotee of the One Lord of All. 

—Dr. Richard V. D’Smet, SJ. 

Dc Nobili College, Pune 

To Dr. B.N.K. Sharma, who has revealed to me the greatness 
of Madbva’s and Badarayana’s thought, with deep respect, 
admiration and gratitude. 

—Prof. Jose Pereira, 

Dept, of Philosophy, 
Fordham University, Bronx. 

New York (U.SA.I 
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I received my copy of my book “Vadiraja’s Refutation'* 
from my Publishers. I was pleased to see your generous 
Foreword, immediately preceding the Table of Contents. Your 
encouragement from the start and your scholarship from which 
1 have borrowed so heavily, have meant so very much to 
me. 


—Prof. L. Stafford 
Asst. Prof, of Religion and Philosophy, 
California Slate College, Backersfield. 

You have indeed brought out a moDumental work of which 
every Madhva should be proud. You have successfully 
demonstrated the superiority of our Acharya’s Bhashya on the 
Sutras. I do not think any Madhva among Vaidiks or Laukiks 
to date has made so deep a study of almost all our extent 
literature as yourself. 1 am looking forward to the publication 
of your son's book on the Citabhashya and Tatparya and their 
commentaries, in the near future. 

—B.A. Krtshoaswami Rao, 
Retd. Prof, of Physics, Bangalore, 

It is a thrilling experience even to handle Vol. DI. of your 
‘Brahmasutras and Their Principal Commentaries'. It has 
surpassed infinitely, all other woiks on the subject. 
Radbakrishnan is a poor competitor. 1 find an astounding 
uniformity of clarity and depth. Anybody else would have given 
up such a task, in sheer despair. You deserve the Jnanapitha 
Award for this. 1 wiQ write to Delhi, in this regard. 

—Prof. R.A. Malagi, 

Dept, of English, Gujarat University 

1 consider £>r. B.N.K. Sharma a modem Jayatirtba, What 
service our Tikacharya did in ancient days to Madhva 
Philosophy, our Dr. Sharma has done in modem times and 
I feel it our duty to honour him lo the best of our ability. 

—P. Krii^namurlhy 
Advocate. Krtshnagiri. 
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Dr. B.N' K. Sharma’s services to the rewal of interest 
in the Dvaiia system and its literature in the context of modem 
needs have been incomparable. He has wntten books for all. 
—from the child to the most advanced Post Graduate students 
and scholars in Dvaita Vedanta. They will long teD us and 
our posterity what it is to be dedicated to a cause, so singularly 
attuned, at all times. 

—K. Raghupalhy Rao, 

B.E. (Mech.) B.E. (HonsI 
MHCn, MA. (London) 
Dharmaprakash, 
Madras 84 
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